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Gentlemen , 


Hope you will forgive me the not ſetting your 
Names before this Addreſs, although I am not 
wholly a ſtranger to them: for however it be 
againſt the uſual cuſtome, yet you have reaſon 
to take it more kindly from me. I aſſure you, 
my deſtgn is, not to doe any injury to your Perſons, 
but onely to let you and the world know, we are 
not altogether unacquainted with your preſent Prin- 
ciples, or Practices. And although, like the Plague, 
you walk in darkneſs, and doe miſchief z yetT intend 
onely to ſet fuch marks and characters upon you , 
that when others ſee them, they may take the wind 
of you , and avoid the Infe&tion. It may be, men 
_ of your retirement and modeſty may be ſomewhat 
ſurpriſed,to ſee themſelves in print againſt their wills : 
but IT hope you will pardon this efmapeloc: and ab- 
ſolve me as ſoon as I have confeſſed my fault. For it 
1s very agreeable to your Caſuiſtical Theology 1o to 
doe, without ſtaying for the performance of Pexarce; 
and the contrary Doctrine 1s accounted one of the 
Hereſtes of Jarſeriſm, which I know you love as 
| A 2 little 
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Supplica- little as the Oath of Alegeance. I find in a Supplica- 
tio ad #07: to the late Pope Clement X. That to aſſert the ne- 
rs ceſſity of Penance before Abſolution, is to charge the 
cife. Simo- Church with a dangerows Erronr for four or froe of the 
nu Mogunte aft Ages , and to revive an Opinion condemmed by the 
1+ 75” Head of the Church. ( Which are the very ſame Ar- 
ouments uſed in the Firſt Treatiſe, tor the Pope's 

Power of depoſing Princes.) You need not there- 

fore wonder, if it be with me as it 1s with thouſands 

of others, that 'when' Ab/olution may be had at ſo eaſy 

a rate, I preſiime to offend. If I may be faid to of- 

fend, 1n obtaining that for you, which you ſometimes 

ſadly complain. of the want of , viz. a Liberty of 
printing your Books. You may by this ſee how frank- 

ly we deal with you, in that we do not onely fat- 

fer, but procure the coming abroad of your moſt mi(- 
chievous Treatiſes. pg 

It may be you will be ready to ask me, if T account 

theſe Treatiſes ſuch, why I venture to publiſh them. 
Becauſe ſome Poiſons loſe their force when they are 
expoſed to the open air :. And it may doe good to 

others, to let them underſtand what Doſes you give 

in private to. your Patients. We are to hear of no- 

thing from you, but Profeſſions of the utmoſt Loyal- 

ty and Obedience to Government; and that it is no- 

thing but a little ueamiſh Scrupulolity of Conſci- 

ence which makes any of your ſtomachs check at the 

_ Oath off Alegeance + the Ingredients are a little too 

groſs and fulſome for you to get it down ; but if 

_ they were neatly done up in Pills and gilded over, 

to prevent the naufeouſne(s of them, you could: ſwal- 

low them all, and they would work kindly with you. 

We have been told over and over, that you onely 


{tick 
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the following Treatiſes. 

ſtick at ſome inconvenient Phraſes and Modes of 
expreſſion 3 bat for what concerned any real Securi- 
ty to the Government, you would be as forward and 
ready to give it, as any of His Mjeſtie's Sabje&ts. If 
this really were the Caſe, you deſerved both to be 
pitied and conſidered. But we thank you, Gentle- 
zen, for the pains you have taken 1n theſe Treatiſes, 
to make usunderſtand that this 1s-not your Caſe. For 
it is eaſy to diſcern by them, what lies at the bottom of 
all, viz. the unwillingneſs to renounce the Pope's Power of 
depoſing Princes. Which the Authour of the Firſt Trea- 
tiſe, like an open plain-hearted man, avows and main- 
tains : and the other two more craftily infinuate. I 
{hall therefore deal freely with you 1n this matter, by. 
endeavouring to prove theſe two things. 

I. Thatif you do not renounce the Pope's Power 
of Depoſing Princes, and Abſolving Subje&s from their 
Altegeance,. you can give no.real Security to the Go- 
vernment, 

2. That if you do renounce it, you have no reaſor 
to-ſtick at the Oath of A/egeance. | 

I. That if you do not renounce the Pope's Power of 
Depoſing Princes, and Abſolving Subje&s from their 
Allegeance, you can give no real Security to the Go- 
vernment. I ſhall not infift on any of the beaten To- 
picks to prove this; but onely make ule of this Ar- 
gument, That it is allowed by all Friends to-our 
King and His Government, that the Commonwealth 
_ Principles are deſtructive to it, and that none who 
do.own them can give ſufficient Security. for their 
Allegeance, If T therefore prove, that all the miſchie- 
vous Conſequences of the Republican Principles do 
tollow upon. the owning the Pope's Power of de- 
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poſing Princes, T ſuppoſe you will grant I fuffici- 
ently prove what I intend. 

'. Now the Miſchief of the Commonwealth- Principles 
iy in theſe things : 7. Setting up a Court of Judica- 
ture over Sovereigh Princes ; 2. Breaking the Oaths 
and Bonds of A/egeance men had entred into 3 3. Ju- 
ſtifying Rebellion on the account of Religiov. Every 
one of theſe I ſhall prove doth naturally tollow from 
the Pope's Power of depoſing Princes. 

I. Setting up a Corrt of JFudicature over Sovereign 
Princes; or, it you pleaſe, a Spiritual High Conrt of 
Juſtice at Rome 5 where Princes are often condemned 
without being heard, becauſe they have no reaſon to 
acknowledge the Juriſdiction of the Court. 

[t is no ſatisfaction, 1n this caſe, to diſtinguiſh of a 
direF and indireF Power : For however the Power 
comes, the effect and conſequence of 1t 1s the ſame : 
as a man may be as certainly killed by a back blow , 
as by a thruſt or downright ſtroke; But the Que- 
ſtion 1s not, how the Pope came by this Power , 
which, I eafily grant, was 7:direFly enough 3 but 
whether he hath any fuch Sovereignty over Princes, 
as to be able by virtue thereof to depoſe them. And 
the Commonwealths-men do herein agree with you, 
For they do not fay, that the People have a direZ/ 
Power over their Princes 5 ( which were a contradi- 
ction 1n 1t ſelf, for Subjects to command their Sove- 
reigns 3) but onely, that in caſe of breach of Truſt, 
the People have an indireF Power to call their Priz- 
ces tO an account, and to deprive them of their Au- 
thority. But are the Commonwealth-Principles the 
leſs miſchievous to Government, becauſe they onel 
atlert an indire# Power 1n the People ? way. then 

ould 
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ſhould the fame diſtin&iorr be of leſs pernicious con- 
ſequence in this caſe > The main thing to be debated 
is, that which doth immediately concern the juſt 
Rights of Sovereignty, Whether Sovereign Princes 
have a Supreme and Independent Authority inherent 
' 1n their Perſons or no : or whether they are ſo ac- 
countable to others, that upon Male-admimiſtration 
they may be deprived of their Government. This 1s 
the firſt and chief Point: and the Republicans. and 
Aſſerters of the Pope's Depoſing power are pertectly 
aprecd in the Affirmative of the latter Queſtion, and 
onely differ as to the Per/os in whom the Power of 
calling Princes to an Account doth he 3 whether it 
be in the Pope, or the People. 

And even as to this, they do not differ ſo much as 
men may at firſt imagine. For, however the Prizzi- 
tive Chriſtians thought it noFlattery to Princes, to de- 
rive their Power immediately from God, and to make 
them accountable to him alone, as being Superiour 
to all below him, (as might be eaſily proved by mul- 
titudes of Teſtimonies : ) yet, after the Pope's Depo- 
ling Power came into requeſt, the Commonwealth- 
Principles did fo too, and the Power of Princes was. 
ſaid to be of another Original, .and therefore they 
were accountable to the People. 

Thus Gregory VII. that holy and week-ſpirited Pope, 
not.onely took upon him to Depoſe the Emperovr , 
and abfolve his Subjects from their AZegearce ; but 
he makes the firſt conſtitution of Mozarchical Go- 
vernment to be a meer Oſarpation upon the jutt 
Rights and Liberties of the People. For he faith, 
That Kings and Princes had their Quis neſciat, Reges & Duces ab 
beginning from thoſe, who, being igno- 1s. habuiſſe principium , qui , Ne- 

rant 
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um ignorantes, ſuperbia, rapinis, rant of God, got the power into their 
perfidia, homictaits, poſtremo unt- 11: over their equals, ( through the 
werſis pens ſceleribus, C Mundt | ; EE. 
Principe, Diabolo viz. agitante,) inſtigation of the Devil, ) and by their 
ſuper pares, ſc. homines, dominari pp; Jo yapine, perfidionſneſs, murther, 
c2ca cupiditate , (F intoleraitlt FE , . 
praſumptione, aff:Haverum 2 @4mbition , intolerable preſumption , 
Greg. Vil. 1.8. ep. 21. and all manner of wickedneſs, This 
exccllent account of the Original of Monarchical Go- 
vernment we have from that famous Lever Gree 
gory VII. that moſs Holy and Learned Pope, who, for 
his San&ity and Miracles, was canonized for a Saint 3 
Pag. 4 as the Authour of the Firſ# Treatiſe notably ob- 
ſerves, ; 
Did ever any Remonſtrance, Declaration of the Ar- 
719, or Agreement of the People, give a worſe account 
of. the beginning of - Monarchy then this Infallible 
Head of the Church doth ? What follows from hence, 
but the juſtifying all Rebellion againſt Princes , 
which, upon theſe Principles, would be nothing elle, 
but the People's © recovering their juſt Rights a- 
gainſt intolerable Uſurpations? For ſhame, Gentle- 
men, never upbraid us more with the pernicious Do- 
Ctrines of the late Times as to Civil Government. 
The very worſt of our Fanaticks never talked fo re- 
proachfully of it, as your caxonized Saint doth. Their 
Principles and Practices we of the Church of England 
profeſs to deteſt and abhorre : but I do not ſee how 
thoſe can doe it,- who have that Self-denying Saint 
Gregory VII. in ſuch mighty veneration. I pray , 
Gentlemen , tell me what Divine Afliſtence this 
good Pope had,when he gave this-admirable Account 
of the Original of Civil Government : and whether it 
be not very poſlible, upon his Principles, for men to 
be Sazzts and Rebe//s at the ſame time. 
| T have 
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I have had the curioſity to enquire into the Princi- 
ples of Civil Government among the fierce Conten- 
ders for the Pope's Depoſing power > and I have 
found thoſe Hypotheſes avowed and maintained , 
which juſtifie all the Practices of our late Regzcides, 
who when they wanted materials, and Examples of 
former Ages, when they had a mind to ſeem learned 
in Rebellion, they found »o Smith in Iſrael, but went 
down to the Philiſtins, to ſharpen their fatal Axe. 
Elſe, how came the Book of Succeſſzon to the Crown of 
Ergland to be ſhred into ſo many Speeches, and licen- 
ſed then by ſuch Authority as they had , to juſtify 
their Proceedings againſt our late Sovereige of glort- 
ous Memory ? Wherein the main deſign 1s, to prove, 
That Commonmwealths have ſometimes lawfully chaſtiſed 
their lawfull Princes, though never ſo lawfully deſcen- 
ded, or otherwiſe lawfully put in poſſelſzon of their 
Crowns: and that this hath fallen out ever, or for the 
moſt part, commodions to the Weal-publick , and that 
it may ſeem that Grod approved and proſpered the ſame, 
by the good Succeſs and Succeſſours that enſued thereof 

Theſe were the Principles of the moſt conſiderable 
men of that Party here in Ezglazd at that time. For 
it 1s a great and common miſtake in thoſe that think 
the Book of Succeſſron to have been written by F. 
Parſons alone. For he tells us, that Card. A/er, 
Sir Francis Inglefield, and other principal perſons of an apo- 
our Nation, are known to have concurred to the laying logic in 

| and 0 : defence of 

together of that Book, as by their own hands is yet ex- pede. 
tant ; and this to the publick benefit of our Catholich ical Sub- 
Cauſe. Firſt, that Engliſh Catholicks night underſtand 4; 0g 


in Eng- 
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other Reſpoe@s humane under heaven. And this is han- 


dled largely, clearly, and with great variety of learning, 
reaſons, doFrine, and examples, throughout the Firſt 
Book. © 

This was purpoſely intended for the Excluſion of 
His: Majeſtie's Royal Family, K. James being then 
known to be a firm Proteſtant : and therefore two 
Breves were obtained from the Pope to exclude him - 
from the Succeſſion 5 which were ſent to Garzef, 
Provincial of the Feſxits. One began, Dileft3s Fil;- 
#, Principibus, & Nobilibus Catholicis ;, the other, Di- 
leGo Filio, Archipresbytero, & reliquo Clero Anglicans. 
In both which the Pope exhorts them, not to ſuffer 
any perſon to ſucceed in the Crows of Brg/arnd, how 
near ſoever m Bloud, »zleſs he would, not barely to- 
lerate the Catbolick, Faith, but promote it to.the utmoſt, 
and fivear to maintain it. By virtue of which Apo- 
ſtolical Sentence Catesby juſtified himſelf in the Gun- 
powder-Treaſon : For, faith he, if it were lawfull to 
exclude the King from the Succeſſton, it is lawful to 
caſt him out of Poſſeſſzon 3 and that is my work, and 

all be my care. 

Thus we ſee the Pope's Depokng power was maintai- 
ned here in Ergland, by fach who ſaw how neceſſary 
It was for their purpoſe to defend the Power of Corn:- 
monwealths over their Princes, either to exclude them 
from Succeſſion to the Crows, or to deprive them of 
the Poſleftion of it. 

The ſame we ſhall find in France, tm the time of 
the Solemn League and Covenant there, in the Reigns 
of Henry III. and IV. For thoſe who were engaged 
fo deep in Rebe4ioz againſt their lawfull Princes , 
found it neceſlary for them to infiſt on the Pope's 
Power 
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Power to depoſe, and the People's to deprive their 
Sovereigns. Both theſe are joyned together in the 
Book written about the PY Reaſons of caſting off Pvt 
Henry 1II. by one who was then a Do@orr of the ;, OE 
Sorbou : wherein the Anthour begins with the Teriii + 
Power of the Church; but he paſſes from that, to whoop oo 
the Power of the People. He aflerts * the Fundamen--n. Lugd. 
tal and Radical Power to be ſo in thers, that they may + "59": 
call Princes to account for Treaſon againſt the People: a4 cg. X 
which he endeavours at large to prove by Reaſorr, by *2c.9.4d 
Scripture, by Examples of all ſorts, forrein and dome- 5 
ftick. And he adds, That in ſuch caſes they are not , 4 c.1. 
to ſtand upon the niceties and forms of Law; but that ** © 5: 
the neceſſities of State do ſuperſede all thoſe things. It lib.4.c.23 
this man had been of Cornſel for the late Regicides., 
' he could not more effettually have pleaded their 
Cauſe. 

The next year after the Murther of Hewry III. by a 
Mozk, ated and inſpired by theſe Rebellious Prin- 
ciples, _ _ CE Rene Book againſt Hen- 
ry IV. under the name of Ky//ers ; : > PEN ITEY 
but written by W. Reynolds, a furi- —— & eh a gphecar 
ous Ezgliſh Papiſt, who, with his Bre- #«t*- Antw. 4. D. 1552, 
thren, contributed their utmoſt afſi- , *<vore ag Corholioes 
{tence to the Rebellious Leagners IN Catholiques Anglois pour "ow 
France ; as appears by the Books pas du Roy de Navarre de la 
then written. This man proceeds up- One Oe Frances A-Dors "- 
on the ſame two Fundamental Principles of Rebe//;- 
01, the Power of the People, and the Depoſing power 
of the Pope. He makes all Obedience to Princes to 
be ſo far conditional, that if they doe not their.duty, 
their Subjefts are free from their obligation to obey Juramen. 
them © and ſaith, that the contrary opinion is againſt the 9" pepu- 

02 Law 
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li non eum aftringit ad obediendum Regi , niſi Rex Law of Nations , and the 
legitims (y Chriſtians 1mperet, Roſlz, c. 2. n. 6. C0141101 Keaſon of Man- 
wy. th kind, And with great 
c. 2. n. 7. vehemency he pleads for the Supreme Power over Prin- 
P-82. ces to lie in the Body of the People, or their Repreſent a- 
tive: Which he endeavours to prove by the conſent 
of Nations, And it is obſervable, that he makes the 
c. 2. 1. 4+ Right of Succeſſron by nearneſs of Bloud to be a Cal- 
 winiſtical Do&rine. For, he faith, Thoſe pretended Ca- 
tholicks who pleaded for the Right of the King of Na- 
Apologie Catholique, &c. pt, Varre, though of a different Religion, 
2. P- 111, 112. A. 1585. had onely the name of Catholicks , but 
were in truth impudent Caluiniſts. The goodCatho- 
c.8.n.14. lick Docrine which he aſlerts, 1s, that zo Obedience is 
due to an Heretical Prince: Which he goes about to 
prove with more then fanatick zeal. But whereasthe - 
e.8. de Fanaticks had onely the Power of the People to juſti- 
Rege He fy themſelves by 3 he calls in the Depoſpng Power of 
reico ex- . Kon os 
communi- the Pope too 3 upon which he "argely in{iſts. Yet 
cando, this is the Book fo highly commended in France b 
4. to * Clement VIII) Nuncio, the Cardinal of Placentia. By 
Angl. Which we ſee, how well the Republican Principles do 
41594 agree with the Pope's Depoſing power. 
| Which may be better underſtood, when we con- 
ſider, that theſe were the common Principles of the 
whole Party of the Leagze 3 as might be proved from 
ſeveral authentick Teſtzzories, 1f 1t were needfull. 
And he is a mighty ſtranger in Hiſtory, that doth not 
know how that Party was encouraged and abetted 
by the Conrt of Rome ; and how Szxtus V. made a 
De juſt Fanatick Oration 1n the Conſiſtory at Rome, upon the 
4:dics, Murther of Henry III. by a Facobin Frier, after eight 
we b, days faſting and prayer to prepare himſelf for ſo fy" 
: ; G : 
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AF, and celebrating Maſſe, and commending himPelf 

to the prayers of others ;, as one tells us wha well knew 

all the circumſtances of that horrid Murther. . This 
Oration 18 now ſtoutly denied by perſons of greater 

zeal then knowledge ; but Will. Warmingtorn, a Ro- Catholick 
miſh Prieſt, not onely aſſures us that he had ſeen qo | 
the Copy printed at Paris 1589. the year of the 

King's death, with the Approbation of 3 Do@ours of & Mode- 
the Faculty of Paris, (whereof one, viz. Boucher, was [< ig 
the Arthour of the Book of The juſt Abdication of the Oath 
Henry III. ) but he faith, that being then at Rome, % coqgn-4Þ 
he ſent it to William Reynolds, (the Authour of the 4 Fong & 
other Treatiſe, ) who looked on it as an Approbation of 127. 

the Frier's faGt ; and ſaid, he could not have been grati- 

fied by any thing more, then by ſending him the Approba- 

tion of the See Apoſtolick,becauſe he was then writing his 

Book. This Speech was publiſhed from the Notes of 

Card. Allen, as Warmington ſaith, who was then one p. 148. 
of his. Chaplains, imploy'd by him in tranſcribing 

It; and the Pope himſelf acknowledged'it to be his 

own Oration, Let the World' then judge, whether 

the -Regicides Dodrine doth not very well agree 

with the Maxims of the Roman Court. | 
So true 1s that ſaying of Spalatenſis, , IMudiunum ſciant Reges, ni- 


| S, Io hil mags cordi eſſe Pontifici &> 
that the .P opes and their follower S ejus aſſeclis, quam ut Regiam po- 


make it their buſpneſs to leſſen the An teſtatemvilem reddant jnfirmam, 
thority of Princes, and to make it as OE OI On 
mean and contemptible as they can. 

And- the countenancing the Proceedings of the 
Covenanters in France againſt Henry TV. by the fuc- 
ceſiive Popes was fo open and notorions, that the 
neceſiity of his Affairs drove him to the Change. of 


his Reljgioz : but becauſe he was not a Perſccuter of 
Here- 
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Hereticks to that degree they deſired, after ſeveral 
attempts upon his Perſon, by men of theſe Principles, 


we all know it coſt him his Life at laſt. And I have 
1t from a very good hand, that Ravi/iac himſelf con- 


feſled, that the Reaſon which induced him to mur- 
ther his Sovereign was, becauſe he did not think him 
obedient enough to the Pope. 

Thus we find the moſt miſchievous Comonwealth- 
Principles have been very well entertained at Rowe, 
as long as they are ſubſervient to the Pope's Depoſing 


power. But if we enquire farther into the Reaſoz 
_ of theſe Pretences, we ſhall find them alike on both 


ſides. The Commonwealths-men, when they are asked, 
how the People, having once parted with their 
Power, come to reſume it ; they preſently run to an 
zmplicit Contra& between the Prince and the People, by 
virtue whereof the People have a Fundamental Power 
left in themſelves, which they are not to exerciſe but 
upon Princes violation of the Truſt committed to 
them. The very ſame Ground is made the Founda- 
tion of the Pope's Depoſeng power , viz. an implicit 
Contra@ that all Princes made when they were Chri- 
ſtians, to ſubmit their Scepters to the Pope's Autho- 
rity. Which is ſo implicit, that very few Princes in 
the world ever heard of it, unleſs they were ſuch 
who took their Crowns from the Popes hands, after 
they had reſigned them to them 3 which few beſides 
our King Johz were ever ſo mean-ſpirited to doe. 

I mh, þ indeed that Alberts, Archduke of Arſtria, 


in late times accepted the Government of Flazders 
with 1/abe//4 Clara Engenia, upon theſe terms, That 
if any of their Poſterity were declared Hereticks by the 
Pope, they ſhould loſe all their Right to thoſe Provinces, 


and 
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and that the People ſhould be no Ionger bound to obey De pre- 
them, but to take the next Succeſſour. This is a very gi. 's 
unuſual Condition, and I leave it to the Politicians juris, pag: 
to diſpute how far ſuch a Condition can oblige a *35”* 
Sovereign Prince ;, ſince it is declared 1n the caſe of 
King FJohr, that the Reſignation of the Crown to the 
Pope is a void AF : and fo conſequently will the im- 
poling any ſuch Condition be as inconſiſtent with the 
Rights of Sovereignty. ed: 

But in the general caſe of Princes,” nothing 1s plea- . 
ded but an implicit ContraF, where by Princes being - 
Excommunicated by the Pope, muſt loſe all that ju 
Authority over the People which they had before. 
But who made ſuch Conditional Settlements of Civit : 
Power upon Princes Who keeps the anctent Deeds 
and Records of them > For all the firſt Ages of the 
Chriſtian Church, this Conditional Power and Obedi- 
exce Was never heard of, Not when Emperours were 
open and declared Infidels or Hereticks.: What, rea- 
fon can be ſuppoſed mote now, then was inthe times - 
of Conſtantius and Valens, that were Arian Hereticks ? - 
Yet the moſt learned, zealous and orthodox Biſhops 
of that time never once thought of their loſing their 
Authority by it : as I could eafily- prove, if the de-.. 
fin of this Preface would perrmit me. 
- Suppoſe there were an Eſctheat of Power thade, 
| how comes it-to fall mto the Pope's hands ?'-IF it be 
by virtue. of Excommunication, every Biſhop that hath . 
Power to Excommunicate, will ikewife haye Power . 
to Depoſe Princes :\.and what a fine cafe. are Princes | 
1m, if their Power lies at the mercy of every, intfolent 
or peeviſh Biſhop.?* If it be not by the Power of - 
Excommunication , . by what Power 1s it hy the 
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Prince is Depoſed by the Pope? Is 1t by virttie of 
Paſce oves, and Dabo tibi Claves £ That Prince's. caſe 
is extremely to be pitied, that hath no better Secu- 
rity for, his Power, then what the Pope hath for 


his from thoſe places, in the judgment of the moſt in- 


genuous perſons of the Roman Communion. - And 


it ſeems a very hard caſe, that Princes ſhould loſe 


their unqueſtionable Rights for the ſake of fo doubt- 
full an Authority, at beſt, as that of the Popes, efpe- 
cially over Princes, 1s. - And it 1s ſo much the more 


hard with them, becauſe no private perſon. loſes his 
Eſtate by Excommunication 3 and yet Princes muſt 
loſe their Kingdoms by it. 


This is indeed no Court Holy-water, nor a deſign 
to flatter Princes 3 but ſuch horrible Injuſtice and 
Partiality, that it is a wonder to me, the Princes of 
Chriſtendom have not long ſince combined together 
to dethrone him, who thinks 1t in his power to de- 
pole them, thereby making himſelf the Caliph of the 

eftern Babylon. And ſo, no doubt, they -would 
have-done, had it not been for the difference of In- 


tereſts among Chriſtian Princes, that have made ſome 


therefore ſide with and uphold the Papal Mozarchy, 


becauſe others oppoſed it 3 and every one hopes, at 


one time or other, to make uſe of it for his 6wn turn. 
But yet methinks 1t is their common Intereſt, to ſe- 
cure themſelves againſt the prevalency of this dange- 
rous Doctrine on their own Szbje&s : for all thoſe 
who believe it, are but. Cordztional SubjeFs to their 
Princes, for their, Obedience depends on the Will 
and Pleaſure of another, whom they think themſelves 
bound abſolutely. to obey, and yet not bound to be- 
lieve he did right in Excommunicating and Depoling 

their 
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their Prince. For they dare not fay he 1s Infallible 
in his Proceedings againſt Princes: fo that right or 
wrong they anall obey the Pope, and diſobey their 
lawfull Sovereign. If the Pope through Pride, or 
Paſſion, or Intereſt, or Miſinformation, thunder out 
Excommunication againſt a Chriſtian Prince, ( all 
which, they ſay, he is capable of in pronouncing this 
dreadfull Sentence,) then all his Subjects are preſent- 
ly free from their Allegeance, and they may doe what 
they pleaſe againſt him. And what a miſerable con- 
dition were Sovereign Princes in, if. all Chriſtians 
were ſuch Fools, to think themſelves bound to 
obey an unjuſt Sentence of the Biſhop of Roe a- 
gainſt their juſt and lawfull Prince > For upon theſe 
Principles, though the Popes be never ſo much Par- 
ties, they muſt be the onely Judges 1n this caſe. And 
what redreſs is to be expected there, where it is {0 
much the-Intereſt of the perſon concerned, to have 
it believed he cannot erre? _ 
If theſe were really the terms of Princes being ad- 
mitted to Chriſtianity, it would make the moſt con- 
ſiderable Argument to perſwade them to Infidelity. 
For what have they to doe to judge them that are with- 
out £ But Princes have no cauſe to be afraid of be- 
ing Chriſtians for the fake of this DoGrine : For if 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles were the beſt Teachers of 
Chriſtianity, this 1s certainly no. part of it. For the 
Religion they taught never meddled with Crowns: 
and Scepters, but left to Ceſar the things that were 
Ceſar's, and never gave the leaſt intimation to Prin- 
ces of any Forfeiture of their Authority, if they did 
not render to God the things that are God's. The 
Chriſtian Religion left mankind under thoſe Forma 


b and 


15 


16 


To. the. Authours of 


and Rukes of Civil Government in which it found 


them : it onely requires all men, of what rank or 
order foever, to be. ſubje to the Higher Powers, be- 
cauſe they are the Ordinance of God ;, and bids all 
Chriſtians pruy for them in Authority, that under thens 
they may lead quiet and  peaceable lives in all godlineſs 
and honeſty. Thus far the Chriſtian Religion gpes 
Mm theſe matters, and thus the Primitive Chriſtians 
believed and pradtiſed, when their Relzgzor was pure, 
and free from the Corruptions and Ufurpations which 
the Intereſts. and. Paſſions of men mtroduced in the 
following Ages. And how then - come Princes in 
theſe latter times to be Chriſtians upon' worſe, and 
harder terms then in the beſt Ages of it > Ges 
— But how doth it r_ that Princes do become 
Chriſtians upon ſuch Conditions, that if the: Pope 
Excommunicate them, they loſe-thetr Crowns? What 
Office of Baptiſae is this contained in > Did their 
Godfathers and Godmothers undertake this for them > 
No, that is not ſaid; but that it is implied in the nature 
ar thing. How (02 Is it becauſe Dominion is. 
ounded in Grace ? No, zot thab neither. But in my 
mindthere is very little difference, between Domi-- 
nion being founded in Grace, and being forfeited for. 
want of it. And ſo we are-come-about to the Fara-- 
tick Principles of Government agamn 3 * which. this. 
Depoſing power m the Pops doth: naturally lead' 
men tO. 
But this is not all the Miſchief of this Do@rire ; 
For, = a tote 
2. It breaks all-Bonds and 'Oaths of Obedience, how 
facred and'ſolemn ſever they have been. Fhat we 
may the better apprehend the pernicious Wn 
0 
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of this Dodrine, we are to conſider, (1,) That there 
is a mutual Daty wits berween Princes and Syub- 
jef#s, on the account of the Relation between them, 
fach as doth'naturally ariſe. from it,” and antecedently 
totheir embracing the Chriſt;ar Relgion. For with- 
out an obligation to Obedience on the Subjects part, 
the Authority of a Prince 1s an inſignificant thing, 
and the pubhck good of the Society cannot be' ob- 
tained. (2.) That when SubjeQs are Abfolved from 
their Oaths of Alegeance by the Pope, they are there- 
by declared free from that natural Duty they were 
obliged to before. For Alegeance to Princes doth 
not flow from the Relation between them and the 
People as Chriſtians, but as Members of a Civil So- 
ciety3 and therefore- the Abfolving SubjeQts from 
that, is in plain terms nulling the Obligation to a 


natural Duty, and taking away the force of Oaths 
and Promiſes. (3.) That all mankind are agreed, 


that it is a Sin to break a lawfull Oath ; and the 

more ſolemn and weighty the Oath is, the greater 

the CO : but 1n caſe of the Pope's Abſolving 
ro 


Subjets from their Oath of APegeance, it muſt be 


faid , that that which otherwiſe would be a Sin, 


becomes none; and a notorious Crime becomes a 
Duty, becauſe done by virtue of the Pope's Autho- 
rity. SER. SIN 
This is that now we are to underſtand, if poflible, 
what Arthority that is in the Pope which can turn 


Evil into Good, and Good into Evil ; that can make 


Civil Obedience to Princes to be a Crime, and Per 
jury to be none. This 1s an admirable Power, and 
greater then the Schoolzrer will allow to God himſelf, 
where there is intrinfick R—_ in the nature in 

n 2 the 


17 


16 


Suarez de 


Y Legibus 


I. 2, Co 1 Go 
n. 4. 16,&c, 
Azor. In- 

| ſtir, Moral, 
( I, 6, Cc'Io 

| dub. 4. 


I O—_— -  —_—_— apa , 


Aqu, I. 2, 
Q. 100, 
alt, 8, 


2. 2. Q. 89, 


| at. 9, 


Or A ey” nc ann —— 
- x PS. * , : 4 —_ 4 
> SENG DAR ns oO 
: | 


To the Authours of 


the thing, and inſeparable Evil from the contrary to 
it. For, ſay they, Divine Providence being ſuppoſed, 
God cannot but forbid thoſe evil aFions which natural 
reaſon diſcovers to be evil : for how can the Hatred of 
God, or a wilfull Lie, be any other then evil * The 
ſame I ſay of Diſobedience to Parents, and violation 
of Oaths lawfully made 3 which are things evil in 
their own nature. The Queſtion now 1s, whether 
the Pope can doe that which they ſay God himſelf 
cannot, viz. make Perjury net to be a Sin, For an 
Oath of Alegeance cannot be denied to be. a lawfull 
Oath, and a lawfull Oath lays an obligation on Con- 
ſcience to the performance of it, and gives another a 
juſt right to challenge that AZegearce as a Duty by 
virtue of his Oath ; and: where-ever there is a neceſſa- 
ry Duty, God himſelf, faith Aquinas, cannot diſpenſe : 
for then he would a& contrary to the Rule of Eternal 
Righteouſneſs ; which he can never doe. | 

It is true, they grant, that God, in regard of his 
Supreme Dominion, can. alter the wzatter or circum- 
ſtances of things 3 as in Abraham's ſacrificing his Sor 


 apon God's particular Command, which tn thoſe cir- 


cumſtances was not Murther : but this, they ſay well, 


 #s no Diſpenſation with the Law, nor any a& of Juriſ- 


diffion as a Legiſlator but onely an a of Supreme 
Power. But our Queſtion 1s onely, about Diſpen- 
ſing with the force and obligation of a Law of Nature, 
ſuch as keeping our Oaths undoubtedly 1s. And 
ſince God himſelf is not allowed the Power of dif- 
penſing, it ſeems very ſtrange how the Pope ſhould 
come by it ; unleſs it were out of a defire to exalt 
himſelf above all that is called God. Thomas Aquinas 
ſaith, that there can be no Diſpenſation to make a man 
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doe any thing againſt his Oath'; for, faith he, keeping 
an Oath is an indiſpenſable divine precept + but all the 
force of a Diſpenſation lies in altering the matter of an 
Oath, which being variable may be done. 
To clear this, in every Oath are three things to be 
conſidered : (1.) the Obligation upon the perſon to - 
perform what he ſwears to; (2.) the Right which the 
perſon hath to challenge that performance to whom 
the Oath is made; (3.) the intereſt which God hath, 
as Supreme Judge, to ſee to the performance, and to 
puniſh the Ol of it. Now which of theſe is it 
the Pope's Diſpenſation in a promiſſory Oath doth fall 
upon ? Surely the Pope doth not challenge to him- 
ſelf God's Supreme Power of puniſhing or not pu- 
niſhing Offenders; fo that if men do. break their 
Oaths, if they have the Pope's Diſpenſation, they. do 
not fear the puniſhment of Perjured perſons. I am 
willing to believe this is not their meaning. It muſt 
therefore be one of the former. But then how comes 
the Pope to have power to giveaway another man's 
atural Right 2 A man ſwears Alegeance to his Prince, 
by virtue of which Oath the Prince challenges his A/- 
Tegeance as a fworn Duty - and fo it 1s according to all 
Rules of common Reaſon and Juſtice. The Pope he 
diſpenſeth with this Oath, and'abſolveth the perſon 
from this A/egeance ; 7.e. the Pope gives away the - 
Prince's Right whether he will or no. Is not this 
great Juſtice, and infinitely becoming God's Vicar up- 
on earth £ But how came the Pope by that Right of 
the Prince which he gives away 2 The Right was a 
. Juſt and natural Right, belonging to him on a meer 
civil account : what Authority then hath the Pope 
to diſpoſe of it ? May he not as well give away all 
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the juſt Rights of men to their Eſtates, as thoſe of 
Princes to their Crowns ? 

The very plain Truth 1s, the Defenders of the 
Pope's indire# Power are forced to ſhuffle and cut , 
and make unintelligible diſtinQons, and in effe to 
talk non-ſenſe about this matter. The onely men. 
that ſpeak ſenſe are thoſe who aſſert the Pope in 
plain Terms to have a dire# Temporal Monarchy, and 


that all Kings are. their Subjets and Vaſalls; and 
therefore they may diſpoſe of their Crowns, and doe 
What they pleaſe with them. We know what theſe 
men would have ; and if Princes be tame enough to 
ſubmit to this Power, they own the Pope as their 


true Sovereign Lord, and muſt rule, or not rule, at 


his Pleaſire, But it is impoſſible for thoſe who con- 
tend onely for Spiritual Juriſdiction in the Pope, to 


defend his Power of Abſolving Subjects from their 
Allegeance to Princes, ſince this Power of altering 


' the matter is not an a@ of JariſdifFio, but of meer 


Power, as was ſaid before as to God himſelf in the 


caſe of Abraham. Therefore thoſe who contend one- 
1y for the Pope's diſpenſing with Oaths. of Alegeance 
on the account of his Spiritual Juriſdiction, can ne- 


ver juſtify the giving away the natural Rights of 
Princes 3 for that is an act of Power, and not of Ju- 


 * Cajetan.in y;ſJ;(F;0ov, And Cajetar well obſerves, that the relax- 


' 2, 2.9. 89, 
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ation of an Oath by altering the matter , is an a# o 


dire Power, becauſe the thing it ſelf is immediately un- 
der the power of the perſon 5 as in a Father over his Son, 
or 4 Lord over his Vaſſall : and therefore the Diſpen- 
ſing with the Oath of AZegeance cannot be by the alte- 
ration” of the matter, unlels a dire Power over Prin- 


.Ces be allerted. 
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Cajetan lates down a good Rule about Diſpenſing 
with Oaths, that 7 them we ought to - ,;,, rmemir oureet reſpicere ad 
ſee that m0 prejudice be done to the pr ejudicium  bominis cut fatum 
perſon to whons and for whoſe ſake -þ 4 favorem fatlum 
they are made : and therefore, he ſaith, © © 
the Pope himſelf hath not that Power over Oaths, which 
he hath over Vows. And yet Maldonat faith, that et 
ther the Pope, nor the whole Church, g1qnar.Summul. qu.12. art. 
car diſpenſe in a. ſolemn Vow: and that 1. q, 15. art. 21. 
a Diſpenſation in ſuch caſes 3s nv leſs then an Abrogati- 
orr of the Law of God and Nature, Dominicas 4 Soto 
faith, that although Fl Pop gangs dif Enimvero-quamoisP apa diſpens 
penſe ron, Vow, yet he cannot in an ſare valeat in Vato, quod eft ma- 
Oath. For, faith he , the Pope can-.. 119, no tamen im Juramento, quod 


Wy nf eft  mmas. * Haud enim relaxare 
xot relax an. Oath which.one men hath ck An tea 


ade to another of paying to himwhat ni-praflitir;id ſolvemti qantet. de- 
he owes him - which ariſeth from the 5: Sowo'Dejuſtic.@jure |, 8 

| WT q« Be AITi 9s: 
rature of the Contra which is. confir- 
med by an Oath. The Pope Baving not the Power to 
take away from another man that which doth belong to. 
him, cannot doe him. ſo. much injuryas-to. relax. the Oath 
which 3s made to hint. And in the looſing of Oaths, 
care ought to be taken-that there be no injury to .a third 
perſon. Afﬀterwards he-puts this-caſe,, whether if the 
Pope diſpenſeth with an Oath-withour. juſt. eauſe, that - 
Diſpenſation wall free a man from Perjurys.. Which. 
he-denies, for this Reaſon,, becauſe a Diſpenſation can». 
zot hold in the Law of God or Nature. Therefore ſince. 
it is a Law of God, . that a man ſhould perform. what. he. 
ſwears, although that Bond. doth arife from the will and.. 
conſent of the party, yet it cannot. be diffolved. without. 
ſufficient Reaſon. | But what reaſon: can be ſufficient, he. - - 
determines not. However, we have gained thus _ ” 

f that : 
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that the Pope cannot take away the Right of a third 
perſon 3 which he muſt doe, if he can Abſolve Sub- 
Jeds from their AZegearce to their Prince, which is as 
much due to him, as a ſumme of money 1s to a Cre- 
ditor. 

T prant, after all this , that Cajetar and Soto both 
yield to the common Dodtrine of their Church, . a- 
bout Diſpenſing with Oaths made to Excommunicated 
perſons, by way of puniſhment to them : but they do not 
anſwer their own Arguments. And Cajetaz faith , 


that caution is to be uſed, leſt prejudice be done to ano- 


ther by it: 2. e. they durſt not oppoſe the common 
Opinion, although they ſaw ſufficient Reaſon againſt 

It. | 
Cardinal Tolef ſeems to ſpeak home to our caſe, 
when he ſaith, that ar Oath made to 


Quando. antem eſt juramentum , A 
in alicujus tertit utilitatem, non the ber efit of a third perſon cannot be 


poteſt abſque voluntate tertii eti- diſpenſed with, no not by the Pope 
am 4 Papa diſpenſari z ficut nee himſelf without the conſent of that 
Papa poteſt auferre rem alter1us. : he Þ 

Tolet, Summa Caſuum 1.4. c.23. perſon 5 as the Pope cannot take away 


another man's goods. One would 
have thought this had been as full to our purpoſe as 
poſſible 3 and fo it is as to the Reaſon of the thing. 
But he brings in after it a ſcurvy exception of the caſe 
of Excommunicated perſons, without offering the leaſt 
ſhew of Reaſon why the common R#les of Juſtice 
and je?” < ought not to be obſerved towards per- 
ſons cenſured by the Church : Nor doth he attempt 
to ſhew, how the Pope comes by that Power of Dit- 
peniing with Oaths in that caſe, which he freely de- 
clares he hathnot in any other. 

| Gregory Sayr thinks he hath nicked the matter, 


Cenſc. 1.6. when With wonderfull ſubtilty he diſtinguiſheth be- 
| | wy tween 
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the following Tr eatiſes W. 


tween the free af of the will in obliging it {eff by an 
Oath, and the Obligation following upon it, to perform 
what is ſworn. Now, faith he, the Pope in Diſpenſing 
doth not take away the ſecond, viz. the Obligation to 
perform the Oath, the Bond remaining, for that were to 
go againſt the Law of God and Nature 5, but becauſe e- 
very Oath doth ſuppoſe a Conſent of the will, the Diſ- 
penſation falls upon that, and takes away the force of the 
Oath from it. : | TR 
If this Subtilty will hold, for all that I can ſee, the 
Pope may diſpenſe with all the Oaths in the world, 
a juſtify himſelf upon this DiſtinCtion : for, as Azo- Atv. In- 
 rizs well obſerves, if the Reaſor of Diſpenſing be draws 40" oo 
from the Conſent of the will, which is ſaid to be ſubje Quart 
fo the Pope, he may at his pleaſure diſpenſe with any 9" 
Oath whatſoever. Sayr takes notice of. Azorims his djif- © 
ſatisfaction at this Anſwer, but he tells him to his 
teeth, that he could bring no better 3 yea, that he could 
find ont no Anſwer at all. Azorizs indeed acknowled: 
the great difficulty of explaining this. Diſpenſing power 
of the Pope as to Oaths 5 and concludes at laſt, that the 
Bond of an Oath cannot be looſed by the Pope, but for 
. ſome Reaſon drawn from the-Law of Nature ; which is 
in effe to deny his Authority: for if there be a Rea- 
Jon from the Law of Nature againſt the obligation of an 
Oath, the Bond is looſed of it ſelf. Ds 
Others therefore go the plameſt way to work, who 
lay, that al/Oaths have that tacit Condition in them, If 
the Pope pleaſe. But Sayr thinks this a little too broad z 
becauſe then it follows evidently, that the Pope way 
diſpenſe as he pleaſes without cauſe ;_ which, he ſaith; 3 
Others again have found out a notable device of dif 
C ___- tinguts 
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Widdring. Cn uiſhing between the Obl;gation of uſtice, aud of 

zon Dip. Rel7gior, in an Oath; and ſay, that the Pope can take 

gs of amay the Religious Obligation of an Oath, though not 

n, 4,-2, 3. that of Juſtice, | This Wildrington faith was the Opzni- 
01 of ſeveral grave and learned Catholicks in England; 
att therefore they ſard they could. not renounce the 
Pope's Power of abſolving perſons from the Oath of Ale- 
geance. But he well ſhews this to be a vain and im- 
pertinent Diſtintion, becauſe the intention of the 
Oath of . Allegeance is, to ſecure the Obligation of Ju- 
ftice 5, and. the intention of the Pope in Abſolving 
from that Oath 1s, to take it away : as he proves from 

. the famous Canons, Nos SanGorim, and Juratos. So 
that this Subtilty helps not the matter at all. 


. . 


buen Paul Layman conteſleth., that a promiſſory Oath 
L. 4.rr. 3. #24de-to a man cannet ordinarily be relaxed without the 
C 4140. 5» COſert of the perſon ta whom it is made + becauſe by 
fach an Oath a man, fo whan it is made, doth acquire as 

juſt a right to the performance, as be hath to any of his 

Toods, of which he cannot be deprived. But from this 
pan and juſt Rule he excepts, as the reft do, the pu» 
lick Good of the Church 3 as though Evil might be 
done for the Good of the Church, although not for 
the Good of any private perſon : , whereas the Chur- 
che's Honour upht more to. be preſerved by. the ways 
of Juſtice. and one —_ EA ALES 
o be to them that make good evil,. and evil good , 
when it ſerves their turn ; for this 1s plainly fetting 
up a particular Intereft under the name of the Good - 
of the Church, and violating the Laws of Righteouſ- 
eſ3 to advance it. If men break through Oaths, and 
the moſt ſolemn Engagements and Promiles, and re- 
gard. no Bonds of + Fre and. Hoxeſty, to on 
their 
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their ends, let. them call them by what ſpecious 
names'they pleaſe, the (309d Old Conf, or the (Food of 
the Church, (it matters not which, ) there can be .no 
greater {ign of Hypocrify and. real Wickedneſs then 
this: For the main part of true Religion doth not 
lie in Canting phraſes , or Myſtical notions, neither 
11 Specious ſhews of Devotion , nor in Zeal for the 
true Church: but iz Faith, as.it implies the perfor- 
mance of our Promiſes, as well as beljef of the Chri-. 
ſtian Do@Grine ;, and in Obedience, or a carefull obſer- 
vance of the Laws of Chriſt; among which, Obedience 
to the King 4s Supreme 18 one : Which they can never 
pretend to be an inviolable Nuty, -who. make it in 
the power of another. perſon to: Abfolve them from 
the moſt ſolemn Oa#hs of Alegeancez 'and conſequent- 
ly ſuppoſe , that to keep their Oaths in fach caſe, 
would be a Szz, and to violate theni may. become a 
Duty : which is in effe to. overturn the natural dif 
ferences of Good and Ez7), to ſet up a Controlling So- 
vereigne Power above that of: their Prizce, and to lay - 
a perpetual Foundation for Fain and Rebe/hor 5 
which nothing can keep men from, if Conſcience and 
their. ſolemn Oaths. capnot, | OY 24 4 
3. Therefore the -thixd 'Miſchief common; to this”. 
Depoſing power of the Pope and Comtmonmealth-Princi- 
 Þhes, is, the Juſtifying Rebe/jor on the account of Re- 
ligion. This 1s done to purpoſe in Boxcher and Rey- 
olds, the fierce Diſputers for the Pope's and the Peo- 
ple's Power. "Lok ont, L pe 


_. Boucher faith, that t is not onely lawful to refeft Ant De juftz 
thority on the account of Religion ; but that it 3s folly pg 

and impiety not to doe it,. when there is any probability |. 1. c, 4, 
of ſucceſs, And the Martyrs were onely to be commen» %S: ©: 


C 2 ded 
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ded for Suffering, becauſe they wanted Power to re- 
ft. Moſt Catholick and Primitive DoGrine ! And 
that the Life of @ Wicked Prince ought not to be valued 
at that rate as the Service of God ought to be: Fhat 
when Chriſt paid tribute to Ceſar, he did it as a private 
man, and not meddling with the Rights of the People - 
That, f the People had not exerciſed their Power over 
the lives of bad Princes, there had been no Religion left 
e.18, p.33, #2 any Countries. And he finds great fault with the Ca- 
34 tholicks in Eng!/and, that they ſuffered Heretical Prin- 
c.25-P.S1, ces to live and faith, that they deſerved to endure the 
ns miſeries they did "undergo, becauſe of it : that there is 
0 juſter cauſe of Way, then Religion is : that the 
'Prince and People make a ſolemn League and Covenant 
together to ſerve'God, and if the Prince fail of his part, 
the People ought to compell him to it. And he accounts 
this a ſufficient Anſiver to all ObjeCtions out of Scrip- 
tare, If 'he will not hear the Church, (* how much more 
if be perſecutes it ®Y let him.be to thee as a Heathen or a 
c. 26, 27, 'Publican,'; And he brings alt-the” Examples he could 
28, - think of to juſtify Rebe{vr on the account of Relj- 

giow. Er nr Ns 
Roſ. De Roſſzus proves, that Hereticks, being Excommunica« 
rneromy ted, boſerall Right and Authority of Government , -and 
Author. in #herefore 1t is lawfull-for their| Subje@s to riſe up: againſt 
Reges im-.thezz'3, 'and that no War is more juſt or holy then this. 
pos "Z- Which he endeavours at Jarge to-defend, and to an- 
n.1 A{werall Obje&70ns againſt it.. Ard the contrary Opini- 
pag. 604, 077, he faith, was F broached by the Calviniſts in 
6od.* i France, mhen they had the expeFation of the Succeſſi- | 


 .,, 0# of Henty IV. which Doctrine he calls Punick Divi- 
.... , zity, and Atheiſm; and the New Goſpel: The truth is, 
0.9+P:616, he doth ſufficiently prove the Lawfulneſs of reſiſting 


rinces 
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Princes on the account of Religion to have obtained to- 
gether with the Pope's Power of depoſing Princes. 

And there can be no other way to juſtifie the 
Wars and Rebel/ions againſt Henry IV. of Germany, 
and France, and other Prmces, after their Excommu» 
nications by the Pope, but by ſtifly maintaining-this 
| Prir«:iple , of the Lawfulneſs of reſiſting Authort- 
q ty on the account of Religion. And therefore this 
: cannot be looked on as the Opinion of a few fattious 

ſpirits, but as the juſt conſequence of the other Opi- 
nion. For the Pope's Depoſing: power would fignifie 
very little, unleſs the People were to follow home the 
blow, and to make the Pope's Thunder effeQual, by 
atual Rebellion. And the Popes underſtand this fo 
well, that they ſeldom denounce their Sentence of 
Excommunication againſt Princes, but when all 
things are in readineſs toi/purſne the deſign ; as might 
be made appear by a particular Hiſtory of the ſeveral 
Excommunications 'of Prices, from the 'Dmperour 
| Henry IV. to our own times. Tf they do forbear do- 
ing the ſame things in our Age, we are not-to' im». 
pute it to any. alteration of their minds, or: greater 
Kindneſs to: Princes then formerly,: but-onely tothe 
not finding a fit opportunity, or a Party ſtrong and 
great enough to compaſs their ends. ''For they have 
learnt by experience; that it is onely loſs of Powder 
and Ammunition, to-give fire at too great a diſtance 
and that the noiſe onely awakens others: to look 
_ to themſelves : but when they meet with a Peo- 
ple ready prepared for fo good 'a- Work, as the 
'Nuntio in Ireland did, then they will ſet up again for 
this. Good Old. Carſe of Rebelſion -on.the account of 
Religion, | IS EIS WOLITL IS 


£3 And) 
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. * And it'is obſervable,that Cardinal Bellarmir,among 
' other.notable Reaſons to prove the Pope's Depoſung 

De Rom: power, brings this for one; Becanſe it is not lawful 
© 1. ters for Chriſtians to ſuffer an Heretical Prince, if he ſeeks 
"Ratio, Fo draw his Subje&s to his Belief. And what Prince 
that believes his own Religion doth it not * And 
what then is this, but to raiſe Rebellion againſt a 
Prince, whenever he-and they happen to be of dit- 
terent Religions ? - ry: Oe net) 
But that which I bring this-for, 1s to ſhew, that the 
Pope's Depoſing power doth carry along with it that 
miſchievous Principle to Government, of the Law- 
fulneſs of reſiſting Authority on the account of Religion. 
And from this Diſcourſe I infer, 'that there can be no 
real. Security given to the Government, without re- 

nouncing this Depoſirg power in the Pope. | 
+ -But that which 1s the preſent  pretence among 
them, is, that it is not this they; ſtick at; but the 
quarrel they have at the Qatb of Alegearce,.as it is 
now framed. ; I ſhall therefore praceed to theSecond - 
II. That-if they do renounce the . Pope's Depoſerr 

power. n good earneſt, they have-no reaſon to refu 
'the Oath: of : Allegearce, And now , Gentlemen, I 
muſt again make my ; Addreſs: to. you, with great 
thanks: for the ſatisfaftion you have: given me 1n this 
particular. I have ſeriouſly read:and conſidered your 
Treatiſesz and I find by them all,that 1f you durſt hear- 
tily renounce this DoGrize, all the-other-parts of the 
Oath might go down well enough. The 4uthour of the 
' EirſtTrea- Firſt Treatiſe 15 ſo ingenuous, as to make the following 
Propolttion .the: whole Foundation of his Dzſcourſe 5 
viz, That it is not lawfull to take any Oath or Prote- 
Set, Gl | ſtation 
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| ſtation renouncing the Pope's Power, in any caſe what< 
ſoever ta Depoſe a Chriſtian Prince, or Abſolve bis Sub- 
jets from their Alegeance. And in my mind he woes 
a very ſubſtantial Reaſon for'it, Becauſe the bolding 
that he hath no ſuch Power is Erroneons in Faith, Te- 
enerarious, and Impious. What would a man with 
for more againſt any DofQrine? Whatever P. W. 
and his Brethren think of this Depoſing power, this 
Piece doth charge them home, and tells them their 
own 3 and that they are fo far from being ſound Ca- 
tholicks that deny it, that, in one word, they are 
Hereticks , damnable Henrician Hereticks, What 2 pag. 5. 
would they be thought Catholicks that charge the 
Church, for ſo many Ages, with holding a damnable Ey- pag. 2.. 
roar, and practiſing mortal Sin 2 as their Church hath 
done, if the Pope hath-no Depofing power. For 
this honeſt. Gentleman confeſlſeth, That zt 3s a Doc- 
trine enormouſly injurious to the Rights of Princes, 
aud the, cauſe of much deadly Fend betwixt the Church. 
and Secular States, of many bloudy Wars of Princes oxe 
againſt another, and wicked Rebellions of Subje@s a-- 
gainſt their - Princes. O the irreſiſtible power of. 
Truth ! How vain is it for men to g0 about to Maſ- 
uerade the Sun ! His light will break through, and 
iſcover-all. It is very true, this hath. been the effe& 
of this-bleſſed Dodrine in- the Chriſtian world ; Se- - 
ditions, Wars, Bloudſbed, Rebellions, what not ? | 
But how do you prove this-to have been the Doc-. 
trine of the Church of Rome £ How e ſay -you.; by. 
all the ways we can prove any: Dodrine Catholick. 
Popes have taught it from Scripture and Tradition, and 
condemned the contrary as Erroneons in faith, Perni- 
cious to ſalvation, wicked Folly and Madneſs, and in-. 
Ee — fliied: 


4 pe Pag.-3,4,5- 
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flifted Cenſures on them that held it. Have they 0 


in good ſooth? Nay then, it muſt be as good Catho- 
lick DoFrine as gp org its own ſelf; if it 
hath been declared in Coxncils, and received by the 
Church. Yes, fay you, that T prove by the very ſame 
Popes, the ſame Conncils, the ſame Church, and in the 


ſame manner that Tranſubſtantiation was. And for 


my part I think you have done it, and I thank you 
for it. I am very well atisfied with your Proofs, they 
are very ſolid, and much to the purpoſe. But above 


pag: 13. all I commend your Concluſion, That if this Doc- 


trine be an Errour, the Church of Rome for ſeveral A- 
ges was a wicked and blind Church, and a Synagogue of 
Satan : and if it were no Errour, they that now call it 
an Errour are wicked Catholicks, and in damnable Er- 


Pag; 14. 70#r. - Nor though all the DoGours of Sorben, all the 


Parliaments and ict pug of France, all the Friers 
or Blackloiſts in England or Ireland, all the Libertines, 
Politicians and Atheifts in the world, ſhould declare 
for it, could it ever be an Authority to make it a pro- 
bable Opirrion. Bravely ſpoken, and like a true Di- 
{ciple of Hildebrand! © To | 

Hear this, O ye Writers of Controverſual Letters, 
and beware how ye fall into theſe mens hands. You 
may cry out upon theſe Opinions as long as you 
pleaſe, and make us believe your Church 1s not con- 
cerned in them : but if this Good man may be credi- 
ted, you can never find Authority enough to make 
your Opinion ſo mch as Probable. A very hard caſe 
for Princes, when it will not be allowed fo much as 
probable, that Princes ſhould keep their Crowns on 
their Heads, if the Pope thinks fit to take them a- 
way 3 or that Subjects ſhould {ſtill owe Allegeance 
to 
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to Princes, when the Pope abſolves them from it ! 
Very hard, indeed, in ſuch an Age of Probable Doc- 
trines, when ſo ſmall Arthority goes to make an O- 
pinion Probable, that this againſt the Pope's Depoſing 
power ſhould not come within the large ſphere of 
Probability. 
| Hear this, ye Writers of Apologies for Papiſts Loy- Cathol- 
alty, who would perſwade us, filly people of the = TA 

Church of England, that this Do@rine of the Pope's 122. 
Power of depoſing Princes is onely the Opinion of 
ſome DoFours, and not the DoFrine of your Church ; 
when this Learned Authour proves, you have as much 
Reaſon and Authority to believe it, as that Tranſub- 
ſtantiation is the DoFrine of it z and Father Caror's 
250 Authours cannot make the contrary Opinion ſo pag, 13. 
wmch as Probable; this having been for ſome Ages 
(one at leaſt) the common Belief, Senſe and Do@rine 
of the Church, as our Authour ſaith. From whence 
it follows, it muſt have been always ſo ; or elfe Oral 
Tradition and [yfallibility are both gone. For how 
could that be the Dofrine of one Age which was not 
of the precedent 2 What ? did Fathers conſpire to 
deceive their Children then ? Is it poſſible to ſuppoſe 
ſach an alteration to happen in the DoGdrine of the 
Church, and yet the Church declare to adhere to 
Tradition at that time? If this be poſſible in this caſe, 
then, for all that we know, that great Brgbear of 
Tranſubſtantiation might ſteal in in the dark too. And: 
fo farewell Ora/ Tradition But how can [afa//ibility 

ſtand after it, when the Church was ſo enormouſly. 
deceived for ſo long together, as this Authour proves" 
it muſt have been, if this Do&rine be falſe> If the 
Blackloiſts in England and Iriſh maſrent: do not 


all 
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all vaniſh at the appearance of this Treatiſe, and yield 
themſelves Captives to this ſmart and pithy Authour, 
Fexpet toſee ſome of them concerned for their own 
Vindication, fo far, as to anſwer this fhort Treatiſe : 
but I beſeech them then, to ſhew us the difference 
between the coming in of Tranſubſtartiation and this 
Depoſing doFrine, fince the ſame Popes, the ſame 
Conncils, and the ſame Approbation of the Church, are 


. produced for both. 


This is all I have to fay of this Firſt Treatiſe, 
whoſe Authour I do highly commend for his plain 
dealing ; for he ſpeaks out what he really thinks and 
believes of this Do@&rime of the Pope's Power of depo- 
þng Princes. But I ami no ſooner entred upon the. 


Treat, 2; Second Treatiſe, but T fanſy my ſelf in Fairy-land, 


P. 2, 


where I meet with nothing but phantaſtick Shows 
and Apparitions:; when I go about to faſten upon 
any thing, it is immediately gone; the little Fajry 
leaps up and down, and holds to nothing, intending 
onely to ſcare and _ his-party from the Oath of 
Ategeance , and when he hath done this, he difap-- 


a21IS, 

The Subſtance of the Oath (faith the Authour of the 
Dneſtions, whom he pretends to anſwer,) #, the 
Derying and Abjuring the Pope*'s Power of depofing 
Princes. This 1s plain, and home to the purpoſe ;. 
what fay you to this? Is this Dodrine true, .or falſe > 
may it be renounced or not ? Hold, fay you 5 For my 
part, it is as far from my thoughts, as forein to my pre- 
fert purpoſe, to ſpeak any thing in favour of this Depo- 
ſing power. Is it indeed forein to-your purpoſe, to 
ipeak to the Subſtance of the Oath ? No, fay you, 
the Subſtance of the Oath' is. contained in this Queſtion, 

Whether 
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Whether a Catholick may deny by Oath, and univerſally Pag- 3: 
abjure, the Pope's Power to depoſe Princes : not, Whe- 
ther he may deny it, but, Whether he may deny it by 
Oath. And the great Argument to prove the Negatrve 
is, that it hath been a Queſtion debated for 50o years, Pap. 4. 
and no clear and authoritative Deciſion of the Point yet 
appeareth, to which both ſides think themſelves obliged 
to ſtand and acquieſce. 

Where are we now 2 Methinks we are failing to 
find O Braſil. We thought our ſelves as ſure as 
if we had got the Point, in the F7rft Treatiſe, a good 
firm, ſolid, ſubſtantial Point of Faith 3 and now, all - 
of a ſudden, it 1s vaniſhed into clouds and vapours, 
and armies fighting in the air againſt each other. Ts 
it poſable for the Senſe, Belief and DoFrine of the 
Church, as the Firſt Authour aſſures us it was, to be- 
come ſuch a Moot-point, always diſputed, never de- 
cided ? 8 hath —_ the come received Do@rine - qt 
of all School-Divines, Caſuiſts, Canoniſts, from firſt to 5 P+ 13 
JH (fore Calvin's Fe. in all gp ivr Res 
of Chriſtendom, yea even in France it ſelf 5 and neither 
Barclay, or Widdrington, zor. Caron, or any other 
Champion for the contrary Tenet, hath been able yet to 
produce ſo mmch as one Catholick Authour, ( as Cal- 
vin's time,,) that denied this Power to the Pope abſ0- 
lutely, or in any caſe whatſoever. Thus the Authour 
of the Firſt Treatiſe. Since it is but more undeniably Second = 
evident then all good men have cauſe to wiſh, and that "*<*P.4* 
Experience, the eaſreſt and cleareſt of Arguments, puts it 
too ſadly beyontl diſpute, that this grand Controverſie, 
Whether the Pope hath any Power or Authority to depoſe 
Princes, for any cauſe, pretence or exigency whatſoever, 
hath been for divers Ages, from time to time, diſputed 
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in the Schools by Speculative men, and is to this day, 
among Catholick Controvertiſts, and Catholick Princes 
too ; as the Authour of the Second Treatiſe confeſſeth. 
What ſhall I ay toyou, Gentlemen, when you thus 
flatly contradi&t each other 2 How come you to be fo 
little agreed upon your Premiſſes, when you joyn in 
the ſame Concluſion? There is ſome m2yſterte in this, 
which we are not to underſtand. This I ſuppoſe it is. 
Among thoſe who may be truſted, this 1s an Article 
of faith, and for ſuch the Firſt Treatiſe was written. 
But for the fake of ſuch who would ſee too far into 
thefe things, we muſt not own it, for fear we loſe 
ſome Reſidences, and Patrons of the Nobility and Gen- 
try : therefore among theſe we muſt not own it as 


an Article of faith, but as a Controverted Point. How 


then , ſay ſome of the Fathers of the Society , ſhall 
we keep them from taking the Oath of Alegeance 2 
and if we do ſuffer them te doe that, farewell to our 
Intereſt in Erzgland 3, P.W. and the Blackloiſts will 


prevayl. Core, come, faith Father W. never fear, I have 


a Topich will ſcare them all, though we own it as a Con- 
troverted Point. What is that? fay they with great 
Joy. Let me alone, faith he to them, I will prove them 
all guilty of Perjury, if they take the Oath, becauſe it is 
a Controverted Point, Excellent ! they all cry, this 
w1ll doe our buſineſs in ſpite of them. 

Letusnow come near, and handle this mighty Argu- 
ment, that we may diſcern whether it be a mere Spec- 
tre, or hath any fleſh and bones. The Oath of Alege- 
ance is a mixt Oath, partly aſſertory, ang partly promiſſo- 
ry. In an Aſſertory Oath it is ellntiall requiſite, that 
what we do ſwear be undoubtedly and unqueſtionably 


true. Very well ; but ſuppoſe a perſon doth in his 


conſci- 
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conſcience believe that the Pope cannot Depoſe Prix- 
ces, nor Abſolve SubjeFs from their AHegeance 3 may 
not ſach a man ſwear it without Perjury > No, ſays Pag. 6. 
our good Father z A man may ſwear againſt his Conſci- 
ence, not onely when he doubts, but when he hath juſt 
cauſe to doubt. How 1s that ? good Sir ; when other 
men ſee that he hath cauſe to doubt, or when himſelf 
ſees it 2 If he ſees himſelf that he hath cauſe to doubt, 
he doth not believe in his Conſcience that to be fo 
as he ſwears it 153 for how can a man firmly be- 
lieve that, which he ſees cauſe to doubt ? If he ſees 
none himſelf, what 1s that to his Conſtience, if others 
think they do; 1f he does not think his Conſcience 
bound to be ſwayed by their Authority ? 

But the Myſterie of this Feſuitiſz2 1s, that no Gentle- 
men ought to have judgments of their own in theſe 
matters, but to be ſwayed by the extrinſick Authori- 
ty of their Teachers. And therefore if they ſay, they 
have cauſe to doubt, they muſt doubt, whether they 
do or no. If Gentlemen of freer underſtandings and 
education allow themſelves the liberty to enquire 1n- 
to theſe matters, they preſently ſee through all this 
Tiffany Sophiſtry, and find the thing ſtill carried on 
+ meer blind Obedience ; although in following the 
conduc of ſuch ſelf-intereſted Leaders they run them- 
ſelves into continual ' Difficulties. If a man be fatif 
fied in his Conſcience, the Pope hath no Depoſizg pow- 
er, according to the Rules of their own beſt Caſuiſts, 
he may lawfully abjure 1t. : 

The truth required in an Oath, ſaith Cardinal Tolet, Summa - 
is, that by which a man ſpeaks that which he thinks iy Or + 
his heart, and to ſwear falſly is , to ſwear otherwiſe | 
then one thinks. And to ſwear otherwiſe then a thing 

3. | really 
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really is, provided he think it to be ſo, is neither 
mortal nor venial fin; but (1. in caſe a man hath 

z0t uſed diligence to enquire; and to this he doth not 

require the »tzzoſt, but onely ſome and convenient di- 

ligence : (2. if he be doubtful in his mind when he 

ſwears , and yet ſwears it as certain - ( 3. ) when 

he is ready to ſwear, although he kuew the thing to be 
otherwiſe. | 

Suarez De | Suarez ſaith , that in an Aſſertory Oath , the Truth 
virtuts Re- cg2fry med by it lies inthe conformity of the Aſſertion to 


ig. To. 2, 


tat, 4, the 19ind of the Speaker, rather then to the Thing it ſelf; 
l. 1. c.9. ſo that if a man thinks it falſe which he ſwears , al- 
"4 though it be really true, he is guilty of Perjury : and ſo 
. on the contrary, if a man ſwears a thing really falſe, 
which he invincibly thinks to be true, he is not guilty 
of Perjury , but ſwears u lawfull Oath , according to 
. the doFrine of S. Auguſtine and S. Thomas. By in+ 
vincibly, Suarez means no more then L1olet doth by 


1.3. c.s. thinking ſo after convenient diligence, For SHAreg 


%5 lays downthis Rule afterwards, that, When 2 mar 


ſwears what 3s really falſe, but he thinks it trme , if 


bis thinking be joyned with ſufficient care, and a pro- 
bable opinion of the truth, ({ mark that ) be 3s free 
from the guilt of Perjury. This he ſaith is the com- 
2108 and expreſs DoFrine, and built upon this ground, 
Becauſe the Truth and Falſhood of an Oath doth not 
fo much relate to the Matter ſworn, as to the Mind and 
Conſcience of him that ſwears. 


' Soto De ju» Dominicxs Soto determines this caſe very plainly : 
fur. )ure, Jf' , 9227 ſwears that to be true, which he thinks ſo, 


hs pg fter hrs enquiry, though # be falſe, he doth not ſr 


| concl, 6. af all. And the meaſure of diligence he proportions 


to the nature and quality of the Thing, which is therefore 
left to prudence and diſcretion. Facobus 


- 
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Jacobrs de Graffiis hath this Afeertion 5 He that Facob. de 
ſwears. a thing to be trae, which he thinks ſo, although bag 
zt be really falſe, ſins not, unleſs he negle@ed to uſe that |, +. c. 16. 
diligence which he was bonnd to uſe : and. according to % 8. 
the - mg of that negleF, the meaſure of his (pr is to 
be Faktm. : 

Greg. Sayr faith, that to a lawfull Afertory Oath no Sayr Clay. 
more. is required, then the agreement of what a man OE _ 
ſaith. with the inward ſenſe of his trind, according to 
the reaſonable 'judgment a man paſſes upon what he 
ſwears. Which words are taken out of. Gregory de dy 
Palentia. © | | Tom, 3. 

Di non videt ,, vet dubitat efſe falſum quod jurat , j--— 
perjurus non eft; ſaxth Vaſquez; He that doth not ſee, pan-3, 
or doubt that to' be falſe which: he ſivears, 7s not guilty & ob 
of Perjury. Which.: words are quoted and approved 129. c. 3. 
by Layman: becauſe all Perjury muſt have its founda- L4yman 


. 


tion in a Lie, And, faith he; he that ſwears-in an Af _ 
ſertory -Oath, doth wot affirms the Inj Of his - own. tr.3-clde. 
knowledge, but direttly the very thing which he ſpears, "45. 

Nay | he farther farth, that where the Matter ſworn #s 


capable of no «more them Probability, a warn may laws. 


fully ſwear the truth. according- to that degree. of cer- . 


tainty which the thing will bear 5: alfhongh 3 ſhould haps. 
lem 1o-be othan3frbew $evbinby, 127” cn bed 
--$o that , according* to the common and received : 
Dodrine of thei own Caſnifts, the foundation of this- 
Second Treatiſe 1s falſe, (as might be ſhewed by many 
more teſtimonies, 'if theſe were not ſtfficrent,)-which - 
is, That fince this: Doftrine about the Pope's Depoſire 
power hath. no 7fellible certainty in it, a.man cannot. 
atteſt the truth or falſhood of tt'by an Oath, 
Which was the more furprifing tome, conſidering - 


35 To the Authours of. © 


how uſual it is among your ſelves, to ſwear to fuch 

Opinions of which you cannot pretend to infallible 

' certainty by any evidence of Faith, or authoritative 

Decifion of the Church. What think you of the Doc- 

trine of Thomas Aquinas 2 are there no mere Opini- 

ons, undecided by the Church, in his Works? is 

there infallible certainty in of all them? I do not 

think any Feſait in the world will fay fo, for a reaſon 

every own knows; becauſe his Order holds the dire& 

contrary in ſome Points. And yet the Dominicans 

ſivear to maintain S. Thomas his DoFrine. What think 

you of the Immaculate Conception, which ſo many O- 

Legatio de z27verſities have ſworn to maintain, as Luc. Wadding 

view Fe. hath ſhewed at large? and yet all theſe Oaths were 

rixrrat. made before any authoritative Deciſion of the 
15+ Church. 

Oneof you hath found out anevaſion for this, by ſay- 

Third ing, that 7t is one thing to ſwear to maintain a DoFrine 

Treatiſe ; 

par, 66, #45 true, and another to ſwear to it as true, I cry you 

6. mercy, Gentlemen : I had thought no perſons would 

have ſworn to maintain a falſhood 3 or to defend that 

as true, which at the ſame time they believed or ſu- 

ſpected not to be true. - Why may not you then ſivear 

that you will maintain, the Pope hath no Power to de- 

poſe Princes , when your Prince requires it , as well 

as ſwear to maintain: the Immaculate Conception, when 

the Univerſity requires it, whatever your private Opi- 

Wadding nion be? But to prevent this ſubterfuge, Wadding 

P- 4922 faith from Surizs, that the Univerſity of Mentz would 

admit none to any degree in Divmity, without ſwea- 

ring that he would neither approve nor hold in his mind 

any other Opinion. What think you now of ſwearing 

to the truth of an Opinion not decided by -the 


Church, 
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Church,upon the beſt probable reaſons that.can be gi- 
ven for it ? And therefore all this outcry about Perju- 
ry, was onely to frighten and amuſe, and not to con- 
vince, or ſatisfy. ; 

The reſt of that Treatiſe conſiſts of impertinent 
Cavills againſt ſeveral Expreſſions in the Oath of A/e- 
geancez Which ought to be underſtood according to 
the intention of the Law-gzvers, the reaſon and deſign: 
of the Law, and the natural ſenſe of the words - and 
if they will but allow theſe as the moſt reaſonable 
ways of interpreting Laws, all thoſe Exceptions will - 
be found too light to weigh down the balance of any 
tolerable: judgment , and have been anſwered” over 
and over from the days of W:ddrington: to the Au- 
thour of the @neſtions 3 and therefore I paſs them 0- 
ver, and leave them to any who ſhall think it worth 
their pains to make a juſt Anſwer to them. 

The Third Treatiſe is written by a very Conſtdering 
man, as any one may find in every Page of it. He 
bids his Readers cofrder ſo much, as though he had 
a mind to have them ſpend their days in conſidering 
the Oath, without ever taking it. As he had, that _ 
deſired time to conſider the Solemn League and Cove- . 
want; and when he was asked, how long time he 

would take for it, he told them, but a little time ; for 
he was an old man, and not likely to live long. 

But what is it which this perſon offers, which is ſo 
conſiderable 2 His main Argument is, from the Pope's Third 
Authority prohibiting the taking this Oath expreſsly, at dp yy = 
ſeveral and diſtant times, and-after the moſt ample in- * 
formation, and the Writings on both ſides s 1t being 4 
thing belonging to the Pope's Authority, as Spiritual 

| e _ (39- 


4 Ade 


Warming- 
ton's Mo- 
deratre De- 
lence, pag. 
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Governour,” ant not to the Civil Power, to determine. 
This\is-ar/Argument'Þ muſt leave to thoſe, to anſwer, 
who think themſelves obliged:to juſtify the Pope's Ar- 
thority, and to diſobey it at the ſame time. : 

To this ſome anſwer, © That the Pope's Prohibiti- 
* 0x proceeding on a falſe Suppoſitior, and a private 
&* Opinion of his own,. viz. that there are ſome things 
« 77: the Oath repugnant to Faith, they are not bound 
< to obey it 3 becauſe it belongs not to the Pope, 
< without a Conncil,- to determine matters of Faith : 
© That the Popes have ſometimes required very un- 
juſt and unreaſonable things, of which Warmingtor 
« gives ſome notable inſtances, of his own knowledge: 
«'That Obedience to all Superiours. is limited within 
« certain bounds, which if they exceed, men are not 
<* bound to'obey them : That the very Canomlts and 
« Schoolmen-do ſet bounds to the Pope's Authority : 
©* as ( 1.) when great miſchief is like to enſue by his 
* Commands; ſo Franciſe. Zabarell, Panormitan, Syl- 
* eſter, and others : ( 2. ) when 1njury comes to a 
< third perſon by itz ſo Card. Tolet, Panormitan, So- 


| *#0, &c. (3.) when there is juſt cauſe to doubt the 


Wrddring- 
ton advetſ, 
Schulken. 


P.154, KC, 


* Lawfulneſs of the thing commanded; ſo Pope Adri- 
* 2, Vaſquez, Navarr, and others cited by Widdring- 
* 02 (4) When he commands about thoſe things 
* wherein he is not Superiour; ſo Tolet determins , 
« A man 3 onely obliged in thoſe things to obey his Su- 


© periour, wherein he hath Authority over him. Now, 


* fay they, we having juſt cauſe to doubt, whether 
* the Pope may command us 1n things relating to our 
** Allegeance,. and apparent Injury coming to Prin- 


* ces by owning this DoGrine , and much Miſchief 


* having 
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© having been done by it, and more deſigned, as the 
« unpowder-Treaſor, the true Occaſion of this Oath + * 
« jt is no culpable Difobedience -to take the Oath of 
« Allegeance, notwithſtanding the Pope's Prohibitt- 
« on. And upon the very ſame Grounds and Reaſons 
« which made the: King's Royal Anceſtours , with 
« their Parliaments, to-limit the Pope's Authority 1n 
&« Exgland, in the ancient Statutes of Proviſors and - +. 
« Premnnire, His Majeſtie's Grandfather might, with Refle&i.- 
« his Parliament, ena& that Law which requires the 27589 the 
< taking of the Oath of Agegeance: and how-comes Suprema- 
« ſuch Diſobedience in Tewporals, fay they, to.be now © 220 at 
CC mas X ” 8 . peance, 

more repugnant to Catholick Religion, then it was n,'g8. 
< in thoſe days? Nay, in thoſetimes1t was good Doc- 
<« trine, that when a Diſpute aroſe, whether a thin 
< did belong to the Civil or Eccleſiaſtical Power. to 
« judge, the Civil Power hath made Laws, and de- . 
« termined-1t, and the Subjefs did ſubmit to the 
* Civil Authority. DEE | 

This and much more might be ſaid to ſhew the 1n- 
conſequence of this Argument, upon which the ſtreſs 
of the Third Treatiſe lies : but I leave the full Anſwer 
to thoſe that are concerned. The plaineſt, ſhorteſt 
and trueſt Anſwer 1s, That the Pope hath no Juriſ- 
diction over us, either in 9p7ritnals or Temporals, But 
this is ſufficient to my purpoſe, to ſhew, that if they 
would renounce the Pope's Depoſprg power, there 1s 
nothing elſe, according to the Principles of their own 
Religion, could hinder them from taking the Oath of 
Alegeance. | | 


Which is 1n effect acknowledged at laſt by this Au- {hid 


thour of the Third Treatiſe, when he offers a new Par. 50. 
E 2 Form 
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Form of an Oath, rather more expreſſive of Civil Obe- 
dience then the Oath of Allegeance. *Are not Princes 
mightily obliged to you, Gentlemen, that take fuch 
wonderfull care to have a wore expreſs Oath then this 
already required by Law 2 How comes this extraor- 
dinary fit of Kindneſs upon you 2 Do you really 
think the Oath of Alegeance defettive 1n this point ? 
No, no. We know what you would have : If we car 

. get but this Oath out of the way , the ſame intereſt 
which can remove this, will prevent another; as ſome. 
argue about other matters at this time. _ 

Well, but what Secxrity is this which you do ſo 
freely offer > Firſt, Tor are ready to ſwear, without 
any Mental reſervation, that you acknowledge our Sove- 
reign Lord CHARLES the Second to be lawful 
King of this Realm, and of all other His Majeſtie's 
Dominions, A wonderfull Kindneſs ! While the old 
Gentleman at Rome pleaſes, you will doe this : but 
fuppoſe he ſhould declare otherwiſe, what think you 
then 2 Will you then own him to be lawful King , 
in ſpite of the Pope's Excommunication, and Sentence 
of Depoſing Speak out, Gentlemen; why do you 
draw in your breath, and mutter.to your ſelves ? will 
you ? or will you not? If you will, why do ye 
{tick at the Oath of Alegeance? It you will not, 1s not 
His Majeſty much obliged to you, that you will own 

Him to be lawful/ King as long as the Pope pleaſes 2 
| But you go on, That you renounce all Power what- 
fever, Eccleſiaſtical or Civil, domeſtick, or forein, re- 
pugnant to the ſame. What doth this ſame relate to ? 
to his being lawfull King, or to your acknowledgment of 
it 2 If you meant honeſtly without reſervation, why 
could 
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could ye not ſpeak plainly , in ſaying, that ye re- 
nounce all Power of the Pope as to the Depoſing the 
King, and Abſolving His Subje@®s from their Allege- 


ance 2 If this be not your meaning, it is a falſity to 


ſay, you ſwear without any Mental reſervation, when 
in the: mean time you reſerve the Pope's Power to de- 
poſe - the King, and then he 1s no longer a /awful/ 
King to you. So that till you 1n plain terms renounce 
this Power of the Pope, all other Forms are mere 


{huffling, and full of tricks and equivocations, on pur-- 


poſe to amuſe the unwary Reader. 


But you would have us think you come home to | 


the point in the laſt Clauſe, wherein you declare that 
Do@rine to be impious, ſeditious and abominable, which 
maintains, that any private Subje# may lawfully kill or 
mmrther the Anointed of God, his Prince. Now, ſay 
you, let any one judge, Proteſtant or Catholick , whe- 
ther theſe foremention'd Clauſes are not more, at-leaſt 


as expreſſive of Civil Allegeance, as the ordinary Oath. 


#s, 


| Not too faſt, good Sir 3 the world 1s not fo eaſily 


cheated as 1t hath been. Would you indeed have us 


believe this to be as good Security as the Oath of A/- 
legeance, when fome of the greateſt Defenders of the 
Depoſing power would ſay as much as this comes to, 


' that it is i1pio#s and abominable for a private Subje@ to 
kill or murther his Prince £ But when the Pope hath 


Depoſed a Prince, thoſe that were S#bje@&s before, ac- 
cording to your Opinion, ceafe to be fo: and the ſame 


perſon may lawfully kill or murther his. Prince, al- 
though not the ſame SubjeF, becauſe the relation is 
alter'd, by virtue of the Pope's Sentence. Beſides , 

e-2 this 
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this reaches onely to the caſe of a private Subjed, and 
not to the Power of the People or the Pope. That may 
be thought unlawtull to be done by a private per/ſor , 
without power and commiſſwon, which may be thought 
lawfull when he doth- it by Arthority derived from 
others. So 'that+this Form can give fatisfaCtion- to 
none but ſuch as will be ſatisfied with any thing. 
For it doth not at all touch upon the main buſineſs ; 
but is in truth an equivocal, deceitfull and fophi- 
ſtical Form. For, as the Arthorr of the Reflezors 
RefieQi- ſaith very well, Princes are little advantaged by ſuch 
onsonthe 2 Oath, wherein the Swearers ſay, Princes may not 
Suprema- be mmurthered or killed by their Subje&s, unleſs they 
Dane” ſay withall, they may not be Depoſed ( by the Pope - ) 
n. 110. For. whoſoever hath a Supreme juſt Right upon any 
| pretence whatſoever -to Depoſe Princes , hath thereby 
Right to cauſe them to be killed, in caſe they by arms 
oppoſe the execution of the Sentence. And can it be 
imagined, that any Prince, judged an Heretick or 0- 
therwiſe euilty by the Pope, and by him ſentenced to 
be Depoſed, will thereupon quietly deſcend out of his 
Throne, and yield up his Scepter to one of a comtrary 
Religion 2 Or rather, is it not moſt certain, that they 
will not, but,” on the contrary, bring with them many 
thouſands of their armed SubjeFs, to reſiſt the execu- 


tion of ſuch a Sentence, all which together with them 


ſt be killed or murthered, before it can have its full 
effect ? | OE 

\ But this is not the onely thing wherein you deſign 
to put tricks upon your Readers; 1t would take up 
too much time for a Preface to lay them all open ; 


yet ſome of them are too groſs to be patled by. As 


when 
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when the Azthour of the Firſt Treatiſe would: have pirft Trea- 
his Reader believe 'the Publiſher of the:Faſcrealns re- file, p. 5. 
rum expetendarum'C fugiendarum to have been a Pro- 
teſtant'; when any one that looks into the Book, may 
find, it was ſet forth by Ortwinws Gratizs, a known 
and fierce Papiſt': and when the Authours of the two 
other Treatiſes both aſſert, that SanFarel/xs his Book Second 
was condemned at Rome before it was condemned at Treatiſe, 
Paris. I ſtood amazed at the impudence of this af- V5 3* 
ſertion, when I read it in the Second Treatiſe ; but Treat. 
much more when I ſaw it confirmed in the Third. I P:3*: 
looked once and again on the 'Romarn: Index Expur- 
gatorivs, and examined the Decrees of the Congrega- 
t70n; but I could find noSar@&arellys ever condemned 
there. But looking into Sar@Garellus himſelf, I found 
the Book ſo far from being condemned, that it came 
forth with the Approbation and: ſpecial-Licence of Mu- 
tins Vitteleſeus, then General of the Feſuits Order, 
| bearing date at Rome May 25. 1624. dl 

I pray mark it, Gentlemen 3 the Gezeral of the 
Jeſnits at that time gave this Licence to a Book writ- 
ten by one of that Order, wherein he ſhews, that 
Princes may be Depoſed, not onely for Hereſte, but for 
other Faults, for Negligence, if it be Expedient, if they 
be thought Inſufficient, if Onuſefull, or the like. And 
yet you would bear us down, that your Order, many thira 
years *before, was prohibited .writing or- teaching any Trear, 
thing about this matter. Some ſuch temporary Order ®: *5% 
1s talked of in the. time of Claudins Aquauviva, when 
the clamours were ſo great againſt the Jeſaits'for a 
ſerting this-DoCtrine. Yet that Prohibition extended 
no farther, then to teaching it to be lawfull for any per- 


ſor. 
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. ſon to hill Princes under a pretence of Tyranny. What 
is this but meer artifice -and colluſion ? It 1s 70t to be 
tarught ; but they may think as they pleaſe : ot law- 
Full for any perſon ;, but it doth not deny it to be law- 
full to perſons authorized by the Pope, after he hath 
Depoſed them. So that there never was any Prohi- 
bition ' of teaching the- Pope's Depoſing power as to 
Princes. But ſuppoſe there were, you very well 
know of how little force ſuch an Order 1s, when that 
General is dead, and another ſucceeds ; as appeats by 
this very Licence of Mutixs Vitteleſcus. Have a little 
pity. upon us, Gentlemen, and tell ſomewhat more 
probable Untruths then this, that your Order 7s forbid- 
den to meddle with theſe. Points. So it ſeems indeed 
by the Arthonr of the Firſt Treatiſe, who was under 
ſome very ſtrie# Prohibition, without doubt, which 
made him, out of the croſſezeſs of humane nature, fo 
free to vent his opinion. | 

But to give you a little more ſatisfaction about 
this Book of SanGarellus - Tt was not onely approved 
by the Gemeral of the dofrits, but by Alexander 
ViFricizs and Vincentizs Candids, and printed by 
Order of the Maſter of the Pope's Palace. Call you 
this the Condemning of it at Rome £ | 

But for all this, the Azthour of the Third Treatiſe 
quotes Spordanxs for it. The plain truth of the ſto- 
ry 1s this : SanGarel/zs his Book coming to Pari#f, met 
with ſo 1ll reception there, that it was. condemned 
by the Sorbor, burnt by Order of the Parliament, 
and the Jeſuits hard put to it upon very ſtrict Exami- 
nations, wherein they ſhuffled and ſhewed all the 
Tricks they had : but theſe would not ſerve their 

turn, 
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turn, they are commanded to difown and confute 
this Dofrine. Pierre Cotorr, upon whom the main 
buſineſs lay, being too hard ſet, made--a_ ſhift + tb ex 
ſcape the difficulty of his: Province by dying. Not- 
withſtanding this, the Do&ours of Sorboy would not 
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let the buſineſs die with him, but renewed it the be- 


inning of the next year : upon which the Kizg 
ſent the Bzſhop of Nartes to them, to let them know 


they had done enough in that matter, the Book m_ 


condemned, and the Pope having forbidden the ſale 
of the Book at Rome. A very wonderfull Condem- 
nation of it, that a Book. ſhould be forbidden to be 
ſold, and at Rome too, and that fo long after the 
publiſhing of it, and when all that had a mind to it 
were provided already z without any Cenſure upon 
the Authour or DoFrine ! Who dares talk of the Se- 
verity of the Court of Rowe £ Could any thing be 
done with greater Deliberation, and more in the /p;- 
rit of Meekneſ5, and to leſs purpoſe, then this was ? 
But after all, this doth not to me look any ways like 
the Condemning of it at Rozve, before it was burnt 
at Paris 3 and I ſuppoſe upon ſecond: thoughts you 
will be of my mind. eo 


But 
theſe things in print. That may be, for we live in 
an Age wherein many things come to paſs we lit- 
tle thought of. For I dare ſay, you never thought 
theſe Papers would have come mto my hands : but 
ſince. they did fo, I could not envy the publick the 
benefit I receiv'd by reading of them ; hoping that 
they will contribute much to the ſatisfaction of o- 
thers, at leaſt in this one point, that you hold the wery 


f ſame 


you will tell me, you did not expe@ to hear of 
: 
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we Principles about the Pope's Power of depoſ 
—_— ps abſolving Subje@s from their Monet 
that ever you did. And - therefore F conclude, it 
would be great weakneſs to recede from our Legal 
Teſts againft the men of ſuch Principles, for any 
ew Devices whatſoever, ; 
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AGAINST. THE 
0ATH SALLEGEANCE 


The Conclaſ ion to be ITY 


It is not lawful t0 take any Oath or 
Proteftation , renouncing the Pope's 
Power, in any caſe whatſoever to de- 
poſe a Chriſtian Prince, or abſokue 
bis Subjets from their Alegeance: 


'The Proof. 


Y Reaſon is, Becauſe the Opinion that ihe 
Pope hath no'fach- Power is Erroneous in' 
faith, Temerarious, and Impious. Which [ Prove: 
thus.:. -*- .-:- 
That Opinion which muſt ſuppoſe e | the the Church 
hath at ſome time been in a damnable Errour of 
"Beliefs 'and Sin of 'Prattioe\'is Erroneom it 
faith, 'Temerarious, and oi SH 99G 


... But: this Opinion of of 0CYolet of alt 


on 
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The Firſt Treatiſe againſt 
The Major, I ſuppoſe, will not be dented by any 
Catholick : becauſe that were to fuppoſe that the 


Church hath at ſome time ceaſed to be a Catholick 


and Holy Church : which were Hereſy to ſuppoſe 
poſlible. 
The Minor 41s proved. 
IF the Church at ſome tine bath believed, and 
fuppoſea as certain, that the Pope hath ſuch a 
Power in ſome caſe, and upon that belief and 
ſuppoſall hath exerciſed it in her joe 1ri- 
bunals; and if. her Errour (" ſuppoſing fe er- 
red in it ) was a danmable Errour , and her 
PradGice ( if uulawfull) a mortal Sin « ther 
=T Opinion zſt ſuppoſe , that the Church 
th " 
' But 4 Church bath at ſome time jo believed | 
edt pradtiſed, and' (if awiſi) it was a dam-. 
Fang Errour ind Pradice. 
Up | 
The Sequels of the, Major is evident iz terminis. 
The Roe part of the Minor is likewiſe evident: 
becauſe it was a DoGrine enormouſly injurious to 
the Right of Princes, (to withſtand which is a dam- 
nable {an, Raw. 13. J and cauſe of much deadly feud 
betwixt the Church and Secular States , of many 
bloudy , Wars of Princes one againft another, and 


wicked Rebellions of Subjects # againſt their Princes. 


Fox the firſt part of the Minor, 1f I thew, 

x. That Popes: have taught it as ſound Dodrine, 
proving it from Scripture, and-Fradition 3. and con- 
demned the contrary,.. S erroneous.in faith, :pernict- 
ous to ſalvation, wicked folly and 'madne6, pF 10- 
flicted Cenſures on them that held it's * 

2, at 
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the Oath of Allegeance, 


2. That Popes have, in the — Tribunals of 
the Church, depoſed Sovereign Princes, and abſol- 


ved Subje&s from their Allegeance 3 and this with wn 


the advice and afſlent of their Councils, and not 
onely Patriarchal, but ſometimes even General : - 

3. That Popes , and General Councils by them 
confirmed , have denounced Excommunication to 
ſuch as ſhould obey rheir Princes after ſach Sentence 
of Depoſition, and Abſolution of their Subjects from 
their Allegeance : _ 

4. That a General Council, confirmed by the 
Pope, hath made a Canon-Law, regulating the man- 


ner of Depoling Princes in ſome caſe,and Abſolving + _ 


their Subjedts from their Allegeance : _ 

5. That all Catholick Divines and Cafuiſts that 
have treated of it, from the firſt to the laſt, ( afore 
Calvin's time ) 1n all the feverall Nations of Chri- 
ſtendom, have aſſerted this Power of the Pope, 
without ſo much as one contradiQting it in all that 
time: 

- 6, Thatall Catholick Emperours, Kings, (yeaeven 
they that were depoſed, ) States, Magiſtrates, and 
Lawyers, and finally all the Catholicks in the world 
for the time being, have (by tacit conſent at leaſt) 
approved and received this Doctrine of Popes, Di- 
vines, and Caſuiſts, and thefe Cenfures, Canons, and 
Practices of Popes and General Councils : 

I fay, 1f I ſhew all this, I hope it will be granted 
a ſufficient Proof, That the Church hath at fom 
time fo believed, taught, and praCtiſed. 

Now to ſhew this, among a multitude of Inftan- 
ces, I ſhall name ſome few of the principal. As, 


B 2 I. In 


WI 


IV The Firſt Treatiſe againſt 
I. In Anno 1074. S. Gregory VII. (a moſt holy and 


*Vir in Sa- Jearned Pope ®, who, for his Sandtity and Miracles 


cris literis e- : . | WE 
-adiriffimas , Was canonized for a Saintb, ) threatned Phzlip the 


& in rota French King, that unleſs he abſtained from. his -Si- 
Tn "> moniacall ſelling of Biſhopricks, he would excom- 
xere celeber. MUNICAate him, and all his Subjects that ſhould obey 


apnea "I him as Kingz which he counted none would, after 
ertus, 


Writer of fuch Sentence , but- Apoſtates from Chriſtianity e. 


that Age X And that King hereupon ſubmitted to the Pope, and 
po 4:1 amended his ault d, | ER 37:5 
elegimus nobis in Paſtorem, Virurn religioſum,  gemine ſcientie prudentia pollentem,. equi- 
rats & juſtitie preſtantiſſimum amatorem, bonis moribus ornatum, & c, Regiſtr. Greg, #1 
in init, Þ Gratia tmiraculorum, '&& prophetie, erat 'onmibus admirabilis. Binius in Vir. 
Greg, 5, Eundem,; ſicut in vita, tia & poſt mortem.claruiſſe miraculs,'BibBothecarius 
ejus temporis '"abſque ulla dubitatione confirmat. Baron, ad ann. I1E85.'n. 11. In album 
SanForum relatus, univerſali memori4 nomine celebri perſeverat. Id. th. © Aut Rex jpſe, 
repudiato turpt Simoniace hereſeds mercimonio, Cc. aut Franci pro certo (mſi fidem Chri- 
flianam abjicere maluerint) generalis anathematis mucrone percuſſt, illt ulterins obtempera- 
re recuſabunt. Greg, 7. l. 1. ep. 35. St in perverſitate.ſtudiorum- ſuorum perſeveravertt, 
Nos in Romana. Synodo,. 4 corp:re $, Eccleſies ipſum, &F omnes quicunque ſibi Regalem 
honorem vel obedientiam_exhibucrint, fine dubio ſequeſtrabimns, Id. |. 2, ep. #8. © Sig- 
nificaft nobis per liters Go legatos tos, te B, Pecro devote ac decenter velle obedire, (9c, 
. I, EP+ 36. bu . Mt Y oh | 


2. In Ano 1076. the ſame'holy Pope, in a Patri- 

archal Council of Rowe, whereim were preſent 110 

_ ___ Biſhops, with the advice, and upon the 1mportuni- 
, Fomjex ty, of the whole Synod' a, depoſed Herry IV. King 
110 Epiſco- Of the Germans, and abſolved his Subjects from their 
pis confilio,in Oath of Allegeance to him Þ. And did it ex Cathe- 


eundem Re- : : 

gem Excom. Ara, as Vicar of Chriſt, and Succeſlour of S. Peter, 
municationis | 

ſententiam protulit. Author Vir. S. Anſel. Luc. a Writer of that Age. Cunis qui conve- 
nerant Epiſcopis id: fiert: decernentibus, Regem excommunicat, Lambert, Canis accla- 
mantibus ne talis contumelia inulta remaneret, omnium conſilto ex conſenſu, Henricum, Sy- 
nodali judicio damnatum, Regiſque honore Cy nomine privatum, anathematss gladio percuſſit, 
Bruno Hiſtor. belliSaxon. a Writer of that Age. * Henrico Regs omnem poteſtatem (5 
dignitatem Regiam tollo, totiuſque Regnt Teuronicorym CF Italiz gabernacala contradico x 
G omnes Chriſtianos 4 vinculo juramenti quod ſibi fecere abſolvo, Greg, 5, I. 3 ep. 6. 
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the Oath of. Allegeance, v 


in virtue of the Power of binding which Chriſt gave, 

. . 0 
to him in S. Peter <. GO pn |  mihitudgra- 
EET ; W LE Bo NED SQ v1 : ? ' t14 eſt | pore- 
ftas 2 Deo data ligandi atque ſolvendi in celo & in terra, . Hac itaque|fiducid frets, ex 
parte Onnipotentis Dei, Patris, (5 Filii, & Spiririts Sandi, per tuam, B.Pene, poteſtatem 


(9 authoritarem, Henrico Regi, &c. ut ſupra, : 


And this Sentence-he pubhſhed 1 a Breve, to all 

the Princes, Prelates, -and people of the Empire, ! &7e8-7: 
And it was publiſhed by his Legates'in ſeveral Na- Rte nt's 
tions of Chriſtendom ® ;. and confirmed afterwardin 4m. re84:'” 
divers National Councils <., And after his death, was 7": bob 
confirmed by the three Popes that ſucceeded him, #. 17, &c. ' 
during that King's life: And the Carholick Sub: ©* Tourien- 
jets of that King obeyed 1t:;; and ſuch'as denied the nibujgente, : 
Pope's Juriſdiction to: depofe the King, were by the Oftionenſe,” 
Catholicks called Hereticks and*Schiſmaticks-, and Ree 
had the. name of Hewriciani*, Yea, even the King man.7:8.10. 
himſelf, in his Letter ro the Pope; -whereiti the corh- (,pher TE. 
plained.,of the Sentenceyi denied not'the Pope's Js paſchalivrr. 
rifdiction to depoſe him if he had beenatvHeretick'2 * Adveſerrt 


Sept 2 noftri;” quaim* 
but pleaded he was no Heretick, tn, which caſealone _— 5. | 
the tradition of holy Fathers (as he 'faid ) allowed qo a ons 
the Depoſition of. Kings by the Pope. Nayy,and j,6,,"ranen 
even.that Cardinal Villain; .Bero,.(\Ring-leader of dicere ſolenr, 
the Schiſmaticks: ); in'that Libell gainſt 'the Pope, ep Ps | 

- a DET WEALSIENSNY FLAKE N02 T1 LINET I thde "aab; ad 3h Frog s 
wherein he raked together all the matters :he. could: in Unirare 
to make him-odious, and particularly-accuſed his de- Eceſe ſu- 

| ITE TGT \4.. | | ee ok, 3021000," NG Unde 
Scriptor illizs Epiſtole appellat. eos qui ſunt. in parte ſut Gregori1., *Catholreos 5 nos, 
Schiſmaticos, Hereticos, (y Excommunicatos. Vercelleni. de Unit. Eccleſ. a Biſhop of 
the King's party... Hoc decxetyn:, (Syngdi Quintilinjburg. )<cQntra Henricianos, gut fi- 
deles $. Petri ( meaning the Catholicks ) conſtringere yolneru, ut. Excommunicationem 
D. Pape uha' cum ills retraFars 'preſumereiit, Bertold. {Writer of that Age. f Me 
quoque, quem Sanftorum Patrum traditio ſoli Deo judicandum docuit, nec pro aliquo rim? - 
ne, niſi a fide ( quod abſt )) exorbitaverim, deponendum. cenſuit, (5c Fpiſt. Henr, 4. ad 
Greg. 7, ſer our by a Proteſtant, in Faſcic. rerum experendarum. _ 


poſing 
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VI The Firſt Treatiſe againſt 
poling the King, yet accuſed it not for being done 
without Juriſdi&tion, but onely that he did it co-tr4 
8 Imperato- , 07471 Juris 8, Finally, in a Diet of the Empire, cal- 


rem, (ſo his Jed on purpoſe to decide, by the Canons of the 
own party 


called him ) Church, which had the juſter cauſe, the Pope or the 
in mills Sy- King, where met the wiſeſt of the Princes and Pre- 


2 ſs. lates of the Germar nation, of both parties, the Arch- 


tum, preci- biſhop of Saltzburg (Prolocutor of the Pope's party) 


pitanter ex- 


pranter x alledged,, and ſhewed by the Canons, that the De- 


vitz in qua POſition was juſt. To which was anſwered by the 
Excommunt- Archbiſhop of Memtz, ( Prolocutor of the King's 


; Fl 

 Cindinalium party ) that the Pope and Princes had done the 
ſubſcrifit , - Ring 1njury, in that.he being at :Roxze, pertorming 
C6 Hen0 bis penance injoyn'd him by the Pope, they had ſer 
 debrand. in_ UP another King ( Rodylph ) againſt him. And he 
the alore- added, that by the Canons, the King being /poliatss, 
cul. Could not be condemned, or cited, till he were re- 
Dare ber ſtored to poſſeſſion bd. So here was no plea then a- 
conditle, _ gainſt the Pope's Juriſdiftion, no not by the King's 
tam ab jni- OWN Advocates... 

micis quam. phe | : 
amicis Imperatoris, alloqwio, in Thuringia, conveniebant ex ntraque parte quicungue ſapt- 
entiſſimi de Optimatibus judicabantur, Canonum authoritate probaturi , cui parti juſtitia 
faveret 3 Imperatore tamen abſente ; ſic enim ipſe conſenſit. Ele&is, hinc Wecilone Mo- 
guntino, 1MHinc Gebehardo Sairzburgerifi, diſputatio cepta eft, Affirmat Gebehardus, 
(. propoxente hoc privs Wecilone) Imperatorem non injuſto judicio, tam Regno, qudm Com- 
munone, Apoſtolici Sententia, privatum, © E contra Wecilo, Domiman ſuum, prejudici- 
wm non ann & Papa guam d Principthus paſſum,. contendit, dum ipſo ad Canuſium in ſa- 
tijatone poſuto, imb jam a Papa in communionem recepte, alterum ſuper ſe Regem ele- 
varent, Aajecit etiam, quid Imperator, diu jam 2 Saxonia depulſus, (& regnandi copia, 
etiam ab ills diſſenſione que ante Fodolphum fa#a deſcribitur, ſpoliatcs, nec vocari, 
rec Judicars Cammice debuifet, (ye. Uriperg. ad ann. 1080. 


3. The. fame holy Pope did not onely believe , 
and fuppoſe this Dodrine to be moſt certainly true 
and found, (as he ſhewed by his practice of it z) bur 


did formally teach it to the Church, by Canons pu- 


bliſhed 


or III EET 
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the Oath of Allegeance. VIE 


bliſhed in a Patriarchal Council at Ro-e'*, and to the * pifaus 


German Prelates that conſulted him of it, and prove 744 i 
it to them from Scripture and Tradition » ; and by men. 3. ann. 
S. Peter's authority, exhorted and required all Sub- 1576. 
. "_ Yay | | 0 1.Qudd Pa- 
jects of the Empire, -to- obey: and execute. the Sen- py liceatIm- 
tence, by reſiſting the depoſed King : puttihg them perarorem 
. :1d. that & is a fi nad as Idolati difob deponere. _ 
in mind, that it 15 a {tn as bad as Idolatry, to'difobey 3": 

) ; > : 2. Quod 3 fi- 
S. Peter's See © :--and termed it no lefs then wicked delitate ini- 

quorum 

and damnable folly and madneſs, to deny that Power 00m. _g 
d Qnod poſtulaſti, te notris ſcriptis quaſi juvari, &> communiri; Gyc. non aded neceſſart- 
um nobis videtur, cum hugus rei tam multa ac certifſima documenta in Sacrarum literarum 
paginis repertantur, (5c, citing the Scriptures, L. 8. ep. 21. Eos qui dicunt, Regem non 


 oportet excommunicari, &c. ad Sandorum Patrum didla vel fatta mittimus. Legant ita- 


que, Cy. Conſiderent cur Zacharias Papa Regem Francorum depoſuerit , (& omnes 
Francigenas 4. uncle: jur amenti 'quod fibt fecer ant” 'abfolverit.. Tn Regiſtro B. Grego- 


Fit, &c. 1, 4, ep.2., © B. Petriautboritate, es ( Heruico Regi ) refiſtite, & totivs Reg- 
7 gubernacula contradicendo, Cy6. illud femper habentes in memoria, quia: ſcelus Idolola- 


inte committit, qui Apoſtolice Sedi obedire contemmit. L. 4. ep. 23. *' Contra eorum in- 
Jantam, qui nefando ore garriunt, Authoritatem Apaſtolice Sedts non potuiſſe Regem Henri- 
cum excommunicare, nec quenquam i Sacramenta fidelitatis ejmz abſolvert.. ... Neque 
enim credinus eos, 'qui, ad cunmulum ſae dannationts, veritati impudentex- detrahunt ox 
contradicunt, -hee ad ſus defenſionis eudaciam, tam igniriantid; qadm imiſere deſperatio- 
nts vecordia, coaptaſſe; Id, ibid. Eos qui dicunt, Regem non oportet. excoxmunicari, licet 
pro magna fatuitate, nec etiam ets reſpondere. debeanug 5 tamen ns unpatienter eorum in(i- 
pMewiam- preteriifſe videanur, ec, L. 4. ep. '2. SB. Gregorius, Peftor utique mitiſſt- 
mu, Reges qui Statuta ſaa ſuper amum xenodochiumwalarent, non mods deponi, ſed etiam 
excommuntcari, atque in eterno examine damnari decrevit : quis nos, ipſs matris Eccle- 
fie, quantam in ipſo eft, concalkcatorem, depeſuiſſe (5 excommunicaſſe reprehendat, niſi forts 
ſmults ejus 2 L. 8. epe ate (Poo 00053 CO OHA Au 


_ 4. In Amno-1215, the Co 


4l of Latey4 (amin- 


doubted General Council, and the greateſt for mit 


ber of Prelates that ever was ) ſettled a Rule to be 

obſerved 1n the depokng of Princes, and abfolving” 

their Subjects from their Allegeance;: in caſe they be 

negligent in purgiig their Land: front Hereti a porch 

1%, fe. Si ved Daninmi 'teniporalis requiſtind, "to inonirius ab Ecclifia, terram ſuam pur 

gare neglexerit ah hac, hareiica fedirate, per Metropolitanum Gr Catprbvinctales Epiſcopos 

Excommanicatiznis vinculo innodetar. Et fi ſatisfacere contempſerii infra annum, ſignifi- 
Te, cetur 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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VIII The Firſt Treatiſe againſt 
cetur hoc. Summo 'Pontifici, ut extunc 1fſe veſall»s. ab ejus fidelitate denunctet abſolutas, &+ 
1erram expanat Catholicis occupandam, qui eam, exterminatis Hereticts, ſineulla contra-. 
difione poſſideant ; ſalvo jure Domini principalis, dummodo ſuper hoc ipſe nullum praſtet 
obſtaculum. Eadem'nibilominns lege ſervata circa eos qui non habent Dominos principales. 
Cap. 3. de Herer. . OE £ 0 


i 


. +. © And the Canon was made-'in the preſence, and with: 
-...:the;oonſent; of both the Emperours., ( Greek and 


Roman ) and the greateſt part of the Kings 'aud 
- Princes of Chriſtendome, and of the Embaſſadours 
---of- the reſt; +.15;.. © 


Anſw. 1. Thoſe that goe under/the-name of the: 


: Canons of this Council, were not decreed by the 
Council, but onely publiſhed for Canons of it by 
Gregory IX. .. -- 


- Repl. It 1s againſt reaſon to imagine, that Holy 


.and Learned Pope would:commut ſo groſs a forgery, 

.: and+in matters of that high concern, and at a time 

'*{o foon after 'the Council, as the greateſt part of the 

\Prelates that affiſted at it were living, to confute 

it, and proteſt againſt itz the Decretals of that 

_ Pope being publiſhed within-twelve years after that 
Council: mA 03-3R. ; 43: IA 7 ah . 


1 © *Hyfw. 2.. All Hiſtorians of.. thoſe times teſtify, no 


Canons were made in that Council, except one or 
two about the Recovery of the Holy Land, and the 
Subjection of the Greek Church to'the 'Rowar. © © 
1 Rept. Not-:one Hiſtorian teſtifies any ſuch nega- 
LIVEe-: 1c BILY { hd Ea FED Ts [ ACT Lx 4 wl $£ 
 Anfw. 3. This: Decree was not found among the 

other Ads of the Council for 3oo years: 


.RepL, It was always among. the other Canons in 


...--1., theDecretals of Gregory IX. publiſhed within twelve 


+ 15years after. the, Council ; and inthe firſt Copy that 
_ __- . Wasprinted of the Canons'of that Council, this was : 


one; 


- 
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the Oath of Allegeance. IX 


one and Cochlexs, that ſent the Copy of it to the 
Printer, ſaid, it had been long agoe written out of 


an ancient Book 2. e Mitt De. 
p : - - crYerad 

Anſw. 4. This Canon names not Sovereign Prin- Lateranenſis 

ces, but Lords onely. olim ex anti- 


; o deſcyipt 
Repl. It names Lords, qui no» habent Dominos 7! Food ' 


principales, which can be none but Sovereign Prin- cochl. ep. 
CES. ante Concil, 


hf ante Concil 
5. In Ano 1245. Pope Irnocent IV. in a General Gy, 


Council at Lyozs, by a formal definitive Sentence, 
publiſhed in the Council, and approved by all the 

Prelates, depoſed the EmperourFrederick I[4. and ab- 

ſolved all his Subjects from their Oath of Allegeance : 

and not onely that, but by his Apoſtolick authori- 

ty, inhibited them to obey himasEmperour or King, 

and not to adviſe or aid him as fuch, under pain of 
Excommunicatio late ſententie. Andhe grounded his 
authority for it upon that Text, @ruodcnngque ſolve- 

ris, && 2, And it was afterward inſerted into the, , 
Canons of the Church. And it was not given preci- frarribus no- 
pitately, or in paſſion, but upon conſult firſt had tris & ſacro 


. / by | His! Concilto delt- 
with divers of the moſt able Divines , that were at ng" Fe 


the Council, and after mature debate in divers Con- prehabira di- 


= : , : ligenti, cum 
fiſtories, 1n which ſome of the Cardinals pleaded as Jeſu Chriſti 


Advocates for the Emperour, and others anſwered vices tenea- 


them; inſomuch as the Pope could not remember ms #n terre, 
: ; nobtſque tn 
that ever any cauſe was diſcuſſed with more exaCt- s, perri per- 


| ona fir dic- 

tum, Quodcunque ſolveris, (9c. memoratum Principem, ſuis Iigatum RR 61 (F abs 
jeum, omnique honore &> dignitate privatum 4 Domino oftendimus, denunciamus, ac ni- 
hilominus ſententiando privamus :. omnes qui et juramento fidelitatis tenentur aſtridi, 4 
juramento hujuſmodi perpetud abſolventes : authorttate Apoſtolica firmiter inhibend», n8 
quiſquam ei de ceters tanquam Imperatori vel Regi pareat 3 (9 decernendo quoſlibet, qut 
deinceps ei velut Imperatori aut Regi conſilium aut auxilium preſtiterint, ipſo fatto Excort:- 
municationis vinculo ſubjacere, Gc, In Agis Concil, | 


CG nels 


b Matth. Pa- 
rif, an Hent1- 
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The Firſt Treatiſe againſt 
nels and longer deliberation. And they proceeded 
to the Sentence with much unwillingneſs, and for- 
ced by neceſlity, ( becauſe they faw no other way, 
without offending God, the Church, and their own 
conſciences, ) and condoling his miſery that was 
ſentenced. All which the Pope himſelf wrote in a 
Letter to the Ciſtertiarn Abbots here in Ezeland ». 
And when the Pope objected in Council to theEm- 
perour the Crimes for which he proceeded againſt 
him 3 the Emperour's Advocate { a wile and elo- 
quent man, Docour of both'Laws, and Judge in the 
Emperour's Court) pleaded to 1t, ( not that the 
Pope had no Juriſdition to depoſe the Emperour , 
but, which acknowledged the Juriſdiction) that the 
Emperour was not guilty of the Crimes objected , 
and namely, not of Herefie : and prayed reſpite for 
the Emperour, to make his defence 1n perſon. * And 
the Embaſladours of the Kings of France and Eng- 
land ſeconded his Petition, ( which alſo was an ac- 
knowledging by them of the Pope's Juriſdiction to 
depoſe the Emperour : ) and thereupon two weeks 
reſpite was granted. And when the Emperour heard 
Riſed to appear, ( not becauſe they had 
no Juriſdiction in the cauſe, but _) becauſe they ap- 


© /ideo quod peared to be his Adverfaries«. And upon that and 


ad confuſio. 
nem mean 


other pretexts, appeal'd from that, to the next more 


aſpirar Papa, General Council. And this Sentence was ( as I 


 .Y- 
crum decet 
Imperium 
maxime ad- 
verſants ju- 
dicio ſifti Sy- 
nodali, Id, 
thid, 

s 1d, ibid, 


ſaid ) publiſhed with approbation of all the Pre- 
lates preſent in the Council, ( which were to the 
number of 140 Archbiſhops and Biſhops. ) And in 
token of their concurring thereunto, after it was 
pronounced, all the Prelates lighting their Tapers, 
held them downward , and ſo put them out, and 


threw 


> ES - 
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threw them on the ground. And every one of them 
ſet his hand to the Bull of the Sentence *. 'And * 14. vid. 
there were preſent at it,the other Emperour (of Cor- 
ſtantinople, ) the Embaſladours of France and Eng- 

land , and of moſt other Chriſtian States : and not 

one of them, no not the Emperour's own Advocate, 

opened his mouth againſt the Juriſdiction of the 

Court ; onely he put 1n his Appeal from it, to the 

next more General Council ; which is an acknow- 

ledging the Juriſdiction. Yea, and the Emperour 
himſelf, when the Sentence was reported to him, 
though he lighted it as unjuſt and frivolous f, yet ; Tien: 
he never excepted to it as given 4 207 Judice. And yirſang., 
the King of England, and the French King ( Lew- 

7 IX. afterwards Canonized for a Saint, ) and 

their Nobles, juſtified the Sentences; and the fav Sg 


French King took upon him the protecting of the hay 
Pope's cauſe againſt the Emperour b. » Paul. A.- 


6. In the ſame General Council of Lyoxs was _— 
made a Canon *, That whatever Prince thould cauſe *In5.Cap-r. 
any Chriſtian to be murthered by an Afaſin, he & Homaid. 
ſhould 3pſo faFo incurre the Sentence of Excommn- 

nication, and Depokition. 

7. In Anno 1606. Pope Paul V. by a Breve writ- 
ten to the Exgliſh Catholicks, declared, and taught 
them as Paſtor of their Souls, That the Oath of Al- 
legeance eſtabl{h'd by Parltament 3. Fac. ſatva Fide 
Catholici, &- Salute animarum ſuarum , preftari non 
poteſt, cum multa contineat que Fidei ac Saluti aperte 
adverſantur. Now there arenot in it »lta to which 
this Cenſure 1s pofhbly applicable, unleſs this be one, 
That the Pope hath no Power to depoſe the King, or 
1jolve his Subjets from their Oath of Allegeance. 

C2 There- 


x11 The Firſt Treatiſe againſt 
Therefore this Propoſition was condemned by that 
Pope, as contra Fidem &: Salutem anime. 

8. In Ano 1648. Pope Irnocent X. cenſured the 
Subſcribers negatively to theſe Propoſitions. 1. The 
Pope, or Church, hath power to abſolve any perſons from 
their Obedience to the Civil Government eſtabliſhed , 
or to be eſtabliſhed, in this Nation, in Civil affairs. 
2. By the command or diſpenſation of the Pope, or 
Church, it is lawful to kill, or doe any injury to, per- 
ſons condemned or excommunicated for Hereſy or 
Schiſm. 3. It is lawfull, by diſpenſation at leaſt from 
the Pope, to break Promiſe or Oath made to Hereticks, 
to have done unlawfully, and incurred the Cenſures 
contained in the holy Canons and Apoſtolick Conſtituti- 
ons, contra negantes Pontificiam authoritatem in cau- 
{is Fidei, Now there is none of thele Propoſitions 
to which this Cenſure can reaſonably be faſtened, 
but the firſt onely 3 therefore that was thus cen- 
{ured. 

9. This very laſt year, the now Pope, being con- 
ſulted touching the lawfulneſs of taking the Hate 
Iriſh Proteſtation, in which is renounced this Pow- 
er of the Pope, declared, That, 7»ſtar repullulantis 
Hyjadre,it did contain, Propoſttiones convenientes cunt 
aliis 3 Sede Apoſtolica olim reprobatis, ſignanter 4 fel. 
mem. Paulo V. per Conſtitutionem in forma Brevis, &» 
per anno 1648. in Congregatione ſpecialiter commiſ- 
ſa ab Innocentio X. ec. Se graviter indoluiſſe, quod 
per exemplum Eccleſtaſticorum , trati ſint in eundent 
errorem Nobiles Seculares ejuſdem Regni Hibernie 3 
quorum Proteſtationem ac Subſeriptiones pariter repro- 
bat ; idque ad eximendas Catholicorum conſcientias 3 
dolo & errore quo Ereumveniuntur. 


10, That 


the Oath of Allegeance. 


10; That this hath been the common received 
Dodrine of all School-Divines, Caſuiſts, and Cano- 
niſts, from firſt to laſt, ( afore Calviz's time ) 1n all 
the ſeveral Nations of Chriſtendowe , yea even in 
France it ſelf, yea even of thoſe Frezch Divines 
that were moſt eager for their Temporal Princes a- 
gainſt the Pope, ( as Occam, Almain, P arg Pari(i- 
enſ. Gerſon, &c. ) you may ſee abundantly proved 
by that admirable man Cardinal Pero», in his Ora- 
tion made in the name of all the Biſhops of France 
to the Third Eſtate of Parhament. And it is con- 
vinced by this, That neither Barclay, nor Widdring- 
ton, nor Caron, nor any other Champion for the con-- 
trary Tenet, hath been yet able to produce ſo much. : 
as one Catholick Authour, ( afore Calvir's time 
that denied this Power to the Pope abſolutely, ( or 
in any caſe whatſoever: ) as will appear by exami; 
ning their quotations. 


To conclude then. 
This having been for ſome Ages ( One, at leaſt ) 


the common Belief, Senſe and DoGrine of the 
Church, according to which ſhe hath frequently 
and avowedly practiſed and proceeded in her 
higheſt Courts, and inflifed her higheſt Cenſares 
upon the Opponents of it : If it be an Errour, the 
Church was at that time a wicked and blind 
Church, a Synagogue of Satan ;, the Pillar and 
Ground of Truth, and with it the whole Fabrick 
of Faith and Religion, ſhook and tottered. If it; 
were no Errour, they that now call it an Errour , 
are wicked Catholicks, and in damnable Errour. 
Nor, though all the DoGours of Sorbon, all the 


Parli- 
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The Firſt Treatiſe, &c. 
Parliaments and Univerſities of France, all the 
Fryars or Blackloiſts i» England or Ireland, al 
the Libertines, Politicians and Atheiſts in the 
world, ſhould declare for it , conld it ever be an 
Authority to make it a probable Opinion. 


THE 


MORT E 


C1) 
THE 
SECOND TREATISE 


AGAINST THE. 
OATH f ALLEGEANGE ; 


— _ | itn. Atom. to 


Yyome fore Queſtions concerning the 
Oath of Allegeance, which have 
now been publick for divers years, 


reduced to one principall Queſtion, 
concerning the Subſtance of the 


ſaid Oath. 


CHAP. I. 


The Occaſcon and State of the preſent Queſtion. 


this Title, | Some few Dueſtions concerning the Oath of 
Altegeance, which were propoſed by a Catholick, Gentle- 

man in a Letter to a Perſon of Learning and Honour.] 
A late 


| the year 1667, was publiſhed a ſmall Treatiſe under 


+ in his Pre- 
face. 


* page 14. 


Page 39» 


The Second Treatiſe againſt 


| A late officious hand hath now in the year 1674. * thought 
it ſeaſonable to re-publiſh this ſhort and judicious Treatiſe , 


for the ſatisf ation of ſuch a5 are at preſent either concerned, or 


curtout.” *' C; | f-7 

The -Authour's profeſſed delign in theſe Queftions con- 
cerning the Oath was, to propoſe his ſenſe by way of Que- 
re's ; wherein he hopes not to be accuſed of preſumption, whilſt 
he onely ſeeks what he profeſſeth #ot to know : And yet is fo 
knowing, that though he could heartily wiſh for a more con- 
deſcending form of Oath, he F ſticks not to affirm, and he is 
poſitive in it, that if the manner of expreſſion were a little 
changed ,..every ſyllable of the ſubſtance might be intirely re- 
tained. Now if you ask him what he means by the Subſtance 
of the Oath, he expreſly tells you, that * the Subſtance of the 
Oath'is, the Denying and abjuring the Pope's power to depoſe 
Princes. | | 
For mypart, *tis as far from my thoughts, as forrein to 
my preſent purpoſe, to ſpeak any thing in favour of this 
Depoling power : nor ſhall I at all play the criticall Interpre- 
ter of the Oath, nor concern my ſelf with raiſing any ar- 
tificiall and learned obſcurities, ſuch as the Publiſher hints at, 
about any inconvenient phraſe, nor boggle at the form and 
dreſs ; but cloſely apply my reaſon to the Subſtance of the 
Oath, taking for the meaſure of its Notion the rule and 
ſtandard the Authour of the Queſtions hath already given us, 
ſaying that the Subſtance of the Oath is the Denying and abju- 
ring the Pope*s power to depoſe Princes, 

Here then lies the grand Caſe, here is the principal Que- 
ſition, Whether a Catholick, may (1 do not ſay barely deny, 
but) deny by Oath, and univerſally abjure, the Pope*s power to 


. depoſe Princes, 


Concerning which Queſtion, firſt, as I meet with nothing 
either in the Authour or Publiſher of the Quettions which in 
my judgement does in the leaſt evince the afhrmative ; fo, 
ſecondly, I think enough is ſaid by both to conclude mani- 
teſtly for the negative, to wit, That no Catholick can ſafely 
admit of and take the Subſtance of the Oath, even as the 


caſe 


/ 

the Oath of Allegeance. 
caſe is underſtood , and ſtated in the Authour's own 
terms. ung 

This I ſhall endeavour with all poſſible clearneſs and bre- 
vity to make out in the firſt place ;/ and afterwards ſet down 
and anſwer the Grounds the Authour of the Queſtions pro- 
ceeds on, which are principally three. 1. The Cenſure of 
many famous French Uriverlities, denying, rejeaing and 
condemning the DoErine of the Pope's Depoſing power, as 
new, falſe, erroneous, contrary to the Word of God, per- 
nicious, ſeditious, and deteſiable. 2. The Subſcription of 
the French Feſnits to two of the moſt remarkable of theſe 
Cenſures. 3. The PraGice of the Clergy , the religious 
and the wiſer ſort of the Laiety in other Countries, when the 
Pope makes war, or any other way contends with their So- 
vereign Princes or States. 

All which being put together, to the end it may appear 
how far the Argument even in its full and united ſtrength is 
from reaching our Caſe, let it be once more remembred,: that 
the ſiate of our Queſtion is not,}Fhether a Catholick, may deny, 
rejef, cenſure and condemn the Pope*s Power to depoſe Princes, 


(which yet is the utmoſt that can be proved by warrant of 


theſe forrein Precedents ; ) but, Whether be may ſafely deny, 
reje, cenſure, and condemn by bis Oath, and univerſally oh. 
jure, this Depoſing dofirine : This is that which the Authour 
of the Queſtions affirms that which he calls the very S«b- 
Rtance of the Oath ; and that for which I am ſure no French 
Univerſity, quoted by him, no Subſcription of the Jeſuits, 
no PraQice of the Clergy, the religious and the wiſer ſort 
ofthe Laiety in other Countries, afford us ſo much as any 
ſingle inſtance. 
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CH AP. IL 


IV hy it cannot be ſafe either to ſwear to the Depoſing 
dodrine as true, or to abjure it as falſe. 


_ it is but even more undeniably evident then all good 
I) men have cauſe to wiſh, and that experience, the ecafieſt 
and cleareſt of arguments, puts it but too ſadly beyond dif- 
pute, that this grand Controverſy, ( Whether the Pope hath 
any Power and authority ta depoſe Princes for any cauſe.pretence, 
or exigency whatſoever,) hath been for divers Ages from time 
_ __  totime diſputed in the Schools by ſpeculative men in their 
bi vs nam oN ſubtile and notionall way of reaſoning : And what * Trithe- 
yore * miws recorded to poſterity above 500 years agoe, (that Scho- 
1106, laſtici certant, & adlhuc ſub Judice lis eſt, utrim Papa poſſet 
Imperatorem deponere,) may, © tor ought we know, 500 years 
hence be as much a queltion, and as far from ending, as now 
itis 3 whereas even in our daysthe Controverly finds but too 
many ſtiff Champions and Abettors to maintain the quar- 
rell, and keep life in' the debate by their warm and ſmart 
conteſts 3 no clear and'authoritative deciftion of the Pointyet 
appearing to which both fides think themſelves obliged to 
ſtand and acquieſce : Since likewiſe, when a Point is thus 
in diſpute amongſt Catholick, Princes, ( ſome of them perem- 
ptorily denying and hotly oppoſing what others as politively 
aſſert and vigorouſly maintain, and this openly, avowedly, 
and in the face of the world,) no one can determinately 
ſwear to cither fide of the point in diſpute as true, nor war- 
rantably abjure the other as falſe 3 for this were to ſwear a 
thing as true, or to abjure it as falſe, which is confeſſedly 
A diſpute whether it be ſo or no, which is never law- 
ull: 

From hence I conceive, that for the deciding of our Que- 
ſtion, (Whether a Catholick, may lawfully abjure the Pope's De- 
poſing power and authority, there needs no moxe then barely to 

ſuppoſe, 
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the Oath of Allegeance. 


ſuppoſe, that it is 4 ©ueſtion whether the Pope hath any ſuch 
Power and Authority or no. For here one Queſtion reſolves 
the other : grant this ſecond tobe a Queſtion, the firſt will be 
none. For if it be a Queſtion whether the Pope hath any 
ſuch Power and Authority or no, no man can fafely (wear, 
that without all queſtion he hath none 5 I ſay, without all 
queſtion, becauſe what we ſwear as true ought to be unque- 
ftionably ſuch, otherwiſe we fall under the guilt and facri- 
lege of Perjury. 

For a more full evidence and farther clearing of this fo 
important a Truth, ( namely , That the ſwearing or abju- 
ring a controverted dodctrinall Point unavoidably draws up- 
on us the execrable guilt of Perjury, ) let us conſider the 
difference of Oaths in generall, and the different parts of the 
Oath of Allegeance in particular. Of Oaths ſome are aſſer- 
tory, others promiſſory. An aſſertory Oath is, when we po- 
ſitively ſay ſuch or ſuch a thing is true or falſe, and then bind 
this ſaying of ours with an Oath : A promiſſory Oath is that 
whereby we engage to doe what we promiſe, or to leave un- 
done what we promiſe not to doe, and thereupon give our 
Oath as a bond of performance. The Oath of Allegeance is 
a mixt Oath, partly affertory, (as where it is athrmed that 
the Pope hath not any Power or Authority to depoſe the 
King, or to authorize any forrein Prince to invade or annoy 
him or his Countries, or to diſcharge any of his Subjects from 
their Allegeance , &c. )) partly promiſſory , (as namely , 
where the Swearer engages that, notwithſtanding any De- 
claration, or Sentence of Excommunication, or Deprivation, 
made or to be made againſt the King, his Heirs or Succeſ- 
ſours, he will bear faith and true allegeance to them, he will 
defend them to the utmoſt of his power againſt all conſpi- 
ractes orattempts whatſoever. ) 

That which here principally falls under conſideration is 
the nature of an affertory Oath : in which Oath it is eſſential- 
ly requiſite, that what we do ſwearbe undoubtedly and un- 
quettionably true 3 and all little enough for the ſecuring us 
againſt God's and Truth's ſworn enemy, Perjury 3 which 

D 2 abomi- 
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* Magiſter abominable fin is defined by the* Schools to be « Lze confir- 
in 3. diſt. 39. ved by Oath : And to lie, faith F St. Auftis, is to ſpeak a- 


gainft that which a man thinks in his mind or conſcience, or, 


+5.Aug.lib. as we uſually expreſs it, when a man ſpeaks not as he 
de Mendacio, thinks 3 viz, when there lies a ſecret check and contradiction 


in the breaſt to what is uttered by the mouth. Put theſe two . 
together,and the caſe ſtands thus : To ſpeak,contrary to what a 
man thinks in his conſcience, is, according to true morals, the 
definition of a Lies and, to ſwear contrary to the inward 
difiates of bis conſcience, is that wherein confiſts the formall 
notion' and malice of Perjury. Now this Swearing contra- 
ry to what a man thinks in his conſcience may happen two 
ways : not onely when he is conſcious to himſelt, and knows 
that what he ſwears is not true > but alſo when he knows 
not, and therefore doubts, or hath juſt cauſe to doubt, whe- 
ther it be true or no- in which caſe it he; chance to fwear, 
itis at the perill of his Soul, and contrary to the ſecret infor- 
mation of his Conſcience, which mult needs check at the a, 
and inwardly proteſt againſt it. For it is a folly beyond 
dotage, and carries with it the prejudice of the higheſt ſelt- 
condemnation imaginable, for a man to ſay, I will ſwear 
fuch a thing is true, and yet I know not, I doubt, or have 
juſt cauſe to doubt, whether it be ſoor no. 


L——_— 


CHAP. III 
An ObjeFion anſwered ;, with a farther diſplay of 


the former Evidence. 


TF any one ſhall here pretend, that he for his part is ſo far 


from doubting, that he is already fully perſwaded, and 
thinks verily.in his conſcience, the Pope hath not any Power 
or Authority. to depoſe Kings 3 and why then may not he 
{afely ſwear as-he thinks; becauſe no more is required of him 
then onely to ſwear according, to the beſt of his knowledge ?- 
Let him who pretends this pleaſe to remember, that neither 
| ts 


,. 


the Oath of Allegeante; 


is leſs required ofthim then to ſwear according to a true know-- 
ledge 3 that is, that-he be ſure or certain, and: haye nojuſt 
cauſe to doubt ofthe truth of what he ſwears. Let Know- 
ledge then ſignify Knowledge; let it not be. a meer term, or: 
the abuſe of a term :. let not, I think, but, Iknow 3. not, I 
am perſwaded, but, I am certain, be theground of his Oath, 
and he is ſecure, But if his knowledge ſignify no more. then 
his uncertain perſwaſion and. judgment that the thing is fo 
or ſo, thenthe beſt of his knowledge is to him no better thea 
iguorance , and to ſwear according to the beſt. of bis know- 
ledge, will be the ſame-as to ſwear according, to the beſt of 
his no-knowledge : And it is this want of knowledge will 
arraign, convi& and condemn him at the bar of his own 
heart for a forſworn man. Thus if a Witnels in any publick: 
Court of juſtice ſhould offer to (wear a thing as true, and yet, 
being ask*d'if he were ſure of it, ſhould anſwer, No; though 
we ſhould ſuppoſe that he verily thinks. it true, yet it he be 
not certainof it, *tis manifeſt it may be as well falſe, as true, 
for any thing he knows for thinking -is one thing, and know- 
ing another. And therefore if: upon .no better ground then. 
his thinking it to be true, he ſhould offer to (wear it is-ſo, no 


| honeſt man would ſtick to ſay, this Witneſs owes a forfeiture. 


to the Pillory, and ſatisfaction to .God and man for fo foul a. 
ſcandal, in offering to ſwear: a thing to be true, which he. 
knows not whether it be (o or no.. 
True itis, where an Oath is tendered requiring-no-more 
but onely to {wear a man's perſwaſion and judgment, (not. 
abſolutely what is; or is not-true, but onely what he thinks. 
is or is not-true,_), there indeed. a man. may ſwear . according 
to true knowledge, inregard the familiar.converſe and inti- 
macy with his own thoughts may give him a-ſufficient af- 
ſurance and certainty of the truth of: what he. is to ſwear 5 
becauſe in. this ſuppoſition he is to ſwear no more.then what 
he thinks : but if any one ſhould. goe. about to transfer this 
qualifying gloſs and milder expoſition to the Oath of Alle- 


- geance,as an expedient to prevent the ſad danger and heavy- 


charge of Perjury, in abjuring the controyerted DoRtrine of. 
D 3 the. 
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the Depoſing power, as If no fuch abjuring was intended by 


the Oath 3 ( which yet the Authour of the Queſtions terms 
- the very Subſtance of the Oath ;) let him who either makes or 
values this gloſs but caſt an' eye upon the firſt, the middle 
and the laſt Branches of the Oath, and he will plainly per- 
ceive, this is onely an exchange of one Perjury for another : 
it alters indeed the mode, but ſhuns not the guilt 3 and by 
' iriving to weather out one Rock, ſplits upon another. 


For firſt, in the beginning of the Oath the Swearer ſo- 


lemnly calls God and the world to witneſs the truth of what 
he is about to acknowledge, profeſs, teſtify, and declare in 
his conſcience 3 and then, having uttered all he has to ſay, 


(and particularly, in one of the middle clauſes, having not 


onely abjur*d the Pope's Depoſing power, but alfo abjur'd 
it as hereticall,) in the end concludes thus, | 4nd all theſe 
things I do plainly and fincerely acknowledge and ſwear accor- 
. ding totheſe expreſs words by me ſpoken, and according to the 

plain and common ſenſe and inderftanding of the ſame wordr, 
without any equivooation or mental evaſion or ſecret reſervation 
whatſoever.) By which laft clauſe he again ratifies and binds 
afreſh all his former aſſeverations and already-ſworn engage- 
ments, by a repeated and reflex Oath looking univerfally 
back upon the premiſſes : And all *beſe things (ſays he) I do 
plainly and fincerely acknowledge and ſwear, Now amongſt 
all theſe things which he doth thus plainly and fincerely ac- 
knowledge and (wear, the chict and principal of all others 
was, That the Pope hath not any ſuch Power and Authori- 


ty as we ſpeak of. And he farther adds, that heſwears this 


according to the expreſs words by bim ſpoken, without any equi- 
vocation , mental evaſion, or ſecret reſervation ,, that is, with- 
out any farther gloſs or comment upon his own thoughts or 
words whatſoever. Whereas on the contrary, if we ſhould 
fuppoſe, that, whilſt he expreſly abjures the Depofing doc- 
trine, and abfolutely fwears that the Pope has not any fuch 
Power and Authority, he yet reſerves in his mind a mental 


evaſion and ſecret meaning of his words, ( vis. that he one-' 


ly thinks and is perſwaded he hath no ſuch Power and Au- 
thority 3 ) 
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thority 3) then direly he forſwears himſelf in ſwearing 


_ otherways then what he profeſſes to ſwear, that is, in ſwea- 
ring not according to his expreſs words, but according to 


an unexpreſt meaning of his words, which thing he. utterly 


diſavowed and renounced by his Oath. And is not. thisa. 


remedy as bad as the diſeaſe, and a rare expedient to prevent 
the danger of Perjury, to make a man forſwear himfelt for 
fear of being forſworn ? 

Let us make the beft hand of it we can 3 here is onely 
choice of Perjuries for the comfort and relief of the Swearer, 


whether he do or donot abjure the Depoling power. For if 


he pretend #ot to abjure it, this is contrary to his expreſs 
words, according, to which he profefieth to ſwear, and by 
which he doth expreſly ſwear that the Pope hath notany De- 


poſing power 3 and fo he is perjur'd, by nicks to (wear - 


one thing, and adually (wearing another; which is asmuch 
asto ſwear two Qathsin one, the one direty croſs and con- 


tradictory to the other. But if he do abjure, (as abſolutely. 


he doth, it he takes the Oath, this ſame abjuring is the 
very charge of Perjury which is now under my pen, and, as 
I conceive, inevitable; by reaſdn that the neceſſary know- 
ledge, certainty and -affuranceof the truth of whathe ſwears, 


or of the falſehood of -what he abjuxes , ( withoat which 
every ſuch afſertory Oath neceſſarily ends in Perjury,)) isnot 


to be had nor expected, whilſt this ſpeculative Point remains 
under diſpute 3 a diſpute (as experience too clearly teſtifies) 
not yet effeQually determined by any publick, nor, . Tam 


ſure, determinable by any private arthority, AS ſhall appear : gf 


yet more fully in the next Chapter. 
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to | The Second Treatiſe againſt 
CHAP. IV. 


A Continuation of the former Diſcourſe, ſhewing the 
manifeſt unlawfulneſs, as of Swearing, ſo of Abju- 
ring the Depoſing power. 

** A . Duty we owe to the Pope, (faith the* Authour of 

. ** the Queſtions, a Duty to the King 3 both com- 
©* manded by God, both obliging under fin, yet both con- 

6 fined. to their proper limits : too much of the Temporal 
<* may be aſcribed to Popes, too much of the Spiritual to 
* Kings, too much may be challenged by both. All which 
is moſi true 3 but the difficulty is, when theſe two Supreme 
Powers conteſt ( a#aQually they do) concerning Power in 
Temporalls, who ſhall then be Judge ? The Pope claims 
a Depolſing power,the King denies it : if the Pope be Judge, 
the Depofing power will carry it if the King, it will be 
caſt, If we conſult or appeal to the authority of the Lear- 
ned, and bring the cauſe.to their bar, there is nothing but 
noiſe, cenſures , and loud diſagreements. Bellarmiz and 
Szarez write for the Depoling power, and are. condemned 
at Paris: Barkly and Withrington appear againſt it, and are 
condemned at Rome : the Cenſurers all this while on both 
ſides profeſſing a previous, mature and impartial examina- 
tionof the Books and DoEtrines they condemn. Caroz , the 

Second Con- laborious defender of the firſt Remonſtrance, in his loyalty 

xroveifial afferted what betwixt Canonifis and Divines, School- 

Letter, Pa8- men and Fathers, Popes, Councils, Univerſities and King- 

97s domes, is ſaid to have made a-catalogue of more then 250 

Oppoſers of the Depoſing doGrine. On the contrary, what 
number of favourers and abettors there are for it, may appear 
by this; that even the Authour of the 8th Controverſial 
Letter tells us, (pag-5-) that the face of Authority is on that 
fide 3 and again, (pag. 7.) that of Learned men, thoſe who 
write of this ſubjeq, write generally in favour of it: as like- 


wiſe 


* pag. 31. 
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wiſe the Authour of the Queſtions, in his Preface, acknow- 
ledgeth the Maintainers of the Depoling power to be the 
more numerous party, and that he himfelt fides with the few 
againſt the many.3 and withall granteth, (pag. 24.) that 
this a& of Depoling Kings hath not onely been done by 
Popes, but approved by Councils. If we ſtep over into 
France, there we are ſtrangely ſurprized with inſtances on 
both fides. Behold in the year 1626. Eight Univerſities of 
that Realm declare ſimartly againſt the Depoling power : 
and yet but a few years before, viz. in the year 1614. inthe 
General Aſſembly of the Three Eftates, (in which were pre- 
ſent 5 Cardinals,7 Archbiſhops, and 47 Biſhops,beſides many 
other learned Eccletiaſticks and Dignitaries of the Gallzcar 
Church,) two parts of three of this great Repreſentative of 
that Kingdome were of another mind, and fo far from hear- 
kening to or countenancing the hot Propoſalls that were 
made againſt the Depoſing doEtine, that they left it in poſ- 
ſeſion,as they found it,of whatſoever right ortitleit could pre- 
tend to. What now ſhall tit private Chriſtian and loyal Sub- 
je doe, who paſhonately delireth to ſhare himſelf in all hum- 
ble duty between God and Ceſar ? what, I ſay,ſhall he doein 
this unfortunate competition of the two grand Powers ? Shall 
he by his fingle ſufficiency dare to aſſume to himſelf the right 
of judicature, and boldly {wear either for or againſt the De- 
poſing power, and to paſs a decifive ſentence under Oath, 
that the Pope hath, or hath not, the Power in conteſt ? 
WerelI worthy to offer my advice in this particular, I ſhould 
conceive it much more pertinent and proper for him ſeriouſly 
to confider with himſelf, whether an a& of this nature be 
not the ſame, or rather indeed much worſe then if a ſiander 
by, upon hearing an Aſſembly of grave Divines or Coun(el- 
lours learned in the Law, all of them much above his tize 
and abilities in their reſpeQive profeſſions, warmly debating 
a perplext Law-caſe, or ſturdy knot in Divinity, ſhould by 
a raſh and unlicenſed confidence take upon him the Umpirage 
of the cauſe, and without any more adoe bluntly ſwear theſe 
men are in the right, and the other in the wrong, or the 


others 
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ethers are in the right, and theſe in the wrong : And whe- 
ther he proceed not upon as meer a blind peradventure, 
whatever part ofthe contradiction he {wears in this laſt caſe, 
and that it be not as ſlippery a piece of pure contingency in 
him, whether he hit ormiſs, as if upon the fight of anhand- 
fall of Guinnies, he ſhould all at a venture {wear odde or 
even for a wager 3 fince that he hath no true knowledge for 
his guidance, *nor the leaſt degree of certainty to ſteer by or 
hx him, Ee | Hrs | 
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CHAP Y- 
A farther confirmation of the premiſſes. 


A LL this which 1 have hitherto difcourſed is 'no more 
"A then what is evidently deducible from and throughly 
grounded in the Principles and Cgnceſſions of thoſe Learned | 
perſons who utterly deny the Pope hath any Power to depoſe 
Princes 3 who yet neither do; nor can, make out a title and 
claim fortheir Dofrine to any higher pretenceor degree then 
that of Opinion : and/mthis, 1preſume, TI hall ſpeak the 
{enſe of all, if T-fay, -it ts never lawful; nor juſtifiably ſafe, 
to ſwear to an Opinion as true, nor to abjure an Opinion as 
falſe, (fpeaking, as hereT do, of ſuch free and debatable Te- 
nets as are openly and avowedly held and taught'by Catho- 
lickDivines, divided amongſt themſelves in their private fen- 
timents and School-diſputes,) becauſe no one of theſe Opiz 
nions can ſufficiently an{werfor its own truth, nor ſecure the 
ofticious Swearer, who lends'it his Oath, that he goes Chri- 
fiianly and groundedly to work, whether fide foever of the 
Opinion he makes choice of to be ſworn or abjur'd. For it 
is not'in Opinions as in things which we know by clear and 
certain evidence, 'as it happens in thoſe carly and. fair'No- 
tions implanted in us by nature from the firft glimmering of 
Reaſon, called Firſt Principles, as, that Every-whole ts grea- 
rr then a part of the whole, It is impoſſible for the ſame thing 
to 
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to be-and not to be atthe ſame time, &c. which great Maxims 
of Nature ſufficiently ſpeak for and evidence themſelves, with- 
out the help of Syllogiſms,moods,or figure zand are no fooner 
underſtood, then readily and neceſſarily afſented unto. Nor 
is it in Opinions as in certain ſcientifical DeduQionsand de- 
monſirative Concluſions, partly flowing connaturally by a 
train of immediate conſequences, partly drawn and hamme- 


_ red out with much pains, ſtudy and ſpeculations from the a- 


boveſaid Principles: which Deductions and Concluſions are 
called Sciences, whoſe chiefeſt property and richeſt piece of 
fatisfaQion, whereby they gratife the Underfianding of man, 
is their clear and convincing Evidence, placed beyond all 
contradiction from Senſe or Reaſon. Nor, laſtly, is it in 
Opinions as in thoſe ſupernaturall Truths made known unto 
us by Divine revelation, and are of Faith, where there is ab- 
ſolute Certainty, though without. Evidence : for Faith wears 
a (cart before her eyes, and believes what ſhe fees not. Both 
which, to wit Faith and: Science, as they juſtly command 
and challenge, ſo withall they fully ſecure our aſſent from all 
danger, and ſuſpicion of errour, the one by its Evidence, the 
other by its Certainty ; the one intereſſing the light and pa- 
tronage of the Firſt Principles, the other engaging a Divine 
_ infallible Authority for the truth - of their Propos« 
alls. 

But in Opinions it fares quite otherwiſe: for an Opinion 
having neither the Evidence of Science, nor the Certainty of 
Faith, nor indeed any other inferiour degree of Certainty, 
phy ficall or moral}, (as the Schools: ſpeak,) but onely the 
ſlippery knot of Probability to hold by, leaves the confide- 
ring Opiner ina ſtate of ſuſpence and indetermination, not 
daring, nor indeed knowing how, to yield any more then a 
faint and timorous afſent to either fide of the Tenet, feeing 
that neither fide is any more then onely probably true, or 
probably falſe. And becauſe true, and onely probably true, 
falſe, and onely probably falſe, are not the ſame, but two 
very different things, and at ſo great a diſtance, that no art or 
law of conſequence can ever bring them together, or convin- 

E 2 cingly, 
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cingly arguefrom the one to the other 3 hence it is, that what 
is onely probably true, is not therefore true, and what 15 onely 
probably falſe, is not therefore falſe : from whence it is fina'= 
ly and manifeſtly concluded, that neither fide of an Opinion 
is lawfully atteſtable by Oath as ſimply true, nor ſafely abju- 
rable as imply falſe, 
To come now to the particular Tenet which denies the 
Pope's Depofing power in all caſes, circumſtances and emer- 
gencies whatſoever. If we addreſs our ſclves to the Main- 
tainers and Abettors of this Tenet, if we conſult the Authour 
and Publiſher of the Queftions, if we propole the Cale to the 
Sorbon DoGours and the Faculty of Paris, we fhall fnd all 
their anſwers concurring in this, That their negative Tenet 
is no moxe then an Opinion. For, firſt, the Publiſher of the 
-owards the QueRions coming to ſpeak of the difference between the De- 
end of his Piers and Abettors of this Power, and the nature and quality 
large Pre= thereof, plainly profeſſeth, that this difference is no difference 
face. of Faith, but onely of Opinions : and the Authour of the 
Queſtions calls it an Opinion a ſafe Opinion indeed , but 
no more or other thing then an Opinion : an Opinion alfo the 
Sorbon DoQours take it for 3 nor is their own Cenfure or 
DoErine any more then their Opinion. - Neither do they, 
nor indeed could they with any ſhew of reaſon, or coherence 
to their own principles, diſcourſe at any other rate, or ever 
intend to {crew it up any higher then an Opinion. For it is 
not to be imagined, that thoſe grave, learned and prudent 
ins. Divines, who in their publick Articles concerning Papal and 
tos Facultats Regal Authority ( in the year 1663. ) do not own or look 
Pariſienſis upon any Cenſures, Decrees or Detinitions of Rome, ( ante- 
ge Authorttate cedent to, and abſtraGing from, the joynt conſent or accep- 
roey tation of the Church as inerrable,) would ever goe about to 


and deliver:their DoGrine either as a Point ox Article of 


faith in it ſelf, or as a Rule of faith to others, but onely 


as a Rule of Opinion, ( if. you pleaſe ) and a Judgment 
whereby ſuch as were under their charge might remem- 
ber to frame and regulate ( not their Faith , but ) their 


Opinions ; 


ſet up an independent or infallible Chair in the Sorbox, 
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Opinions : which are the expreſs words of the Decree it 
ſelf. Since then the deniall of the Pope's Depoſing power 
neither doth nor can pretend any higher then an Opinion, 
admit that its being the Opinion of ſo many Learned Divines 
might render it ſafe to hold and embrace it 3 yet its being but 
an Opinion, though of Learned Divines, renders it unfafe 
! to {wear it, and no leſs unſafe to abjure what is contrary to 
| it: The Reaſon I have already given, Becauſe nothing can 
; lawfully be ſworn as true which is not more then meerly pro- 
) bable or probably true, that is, which is not either certain 
or infallible; now all the Learned: know, that a certain or 
infallible Opinion is as great a bull as an uncertain fallible Arti- 
cle of faith, ſo that to [wear to an Opinion as certainly true,is 
as much as to {wear an Opinion is no Opinion, and the Swea- 
rer doth thereby at one breath intangle himſelf in his own 
words, his Reaſon in a-ContradiQion,and his Soul in Perjury: 
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Þ A particular Danger of Abjuring the Pope's Depoſng. 
| power according to the form ſet down in the Oath of 


Alegeance.. 
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|| Shall here annex a particular confideration of the wofull - 
- Snare thoſe ſouls run themſelves into, and apparent Dan- 
ger of $wearing they know not what, ' who venture to abjure 
'the Depoſing power as it lies expreſſed in its ſeveral Branches 
in the Qath of Allegeance 3 - whereas thoſe Learned perſons 
who undertook to defend and explain the Oath render it not 
onely difficult, but next to impoſſible, to-underſiand what it 
is thatis to beaþjured. I think I may take it for granted, 
that noperſon of integrity and candour can ever conceive it 
lawfull for him to (wear, without firſt endeavouring to gain 
a right underſianding of what he is- to- fwear : for .to {wear 
what a man underſtands not, is blindly-to rove at a venture, 
and to ſwear he knows not what, wilfully abandoning the 
E 3 conduQ, 
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condu&, and ſlighting.the inward upbraidings and reproofs 

of his Reaſon : and, which is worſe, it bewrajes a. feared 

Soul, a wretched and finfu]l preparedneffe of mind to pro- 

ftitute an Oath to the atteſting of any thing that comes 

next to hand, where Self-indemnity or other ſecular ends 

and advantages are propoſed as the accurled purchace or re- 

ward of Perjury. _ X 

In the Oath of Allegeance it is required of us to abjure the 

Pope's Depoting power in all and every its refpective Bran 

ches therein expreſſed : one of which Branches is, That the 

Pope hath not any Power toauthorize any forreini Prince to 

invade or annoy the King or his Countries. Which Branch (by 

the way) the Authour and Publiſher of the Queſtions in the 

form of the Oath ſet down by them have wholly omitted in 
both Editions, as well that of the year 61. as the other of 

this preſent year 74. through what miſtake or how occaſioned 

I know not. Itis not eaſily to be conceived what ſubtle Ob- 

{curities and learned Intricacies Roger Withrington, one of 

the greateſt Champions that ever appeared for the Oath, and 

+ This Book 16S friend C F. (who confeſſeth tohave compiled his * Book 
was printed Out of Withringtow's exprefſe Grounds and DoGrine,) plunge 
in an. 1620, themſelves and their reader into, indeſcanting-upon this one 
and called point of the Oath. + They tell us, that by this clauſe is not 
hd Lift denied the Pope's Authority to command (but onely his Power 
= 4 briefand to authorize.) in Temporals, in order to, a Spirituall good; 
clear Expli- Or, to declare that they who have Authority to depoſe, or to 
cation of the mmake-war, are bound to uſe their Temporal Authority, and 
awe All- to draw the Temporal ſword , when the necetlity. of the 
+ 1 ithringt. Church and; Spiritual good of Souls ſhall require the fame: 
inApol.n.99. for that this Authority to declare and command doth not ex- 
and in his 0- ceed the limits of a Spiritual power, Thus theſe Learned 


ther books 
very often. Perſons. 


AlſoC. 7, Let me here intreat the courteous Reader tolend me his eyes 
in his Expli- and attention to help me out. For if Temporal Princes, as 
cation of the js here ſuppoſed, haye Power and Authority to invade or an- 
noy forrein Princes or their Countries, nay to depoſe them, 
when-the good of Souls and neccfſity of the Church ſhall re- 

| quire 


Oath of Alle- 
geance,p.74- 


the Oath of Allegeance, 
quire it; if the Pope is to'be Judge of this neceſſity, and to 
declare when, againſt whom, and upon what occaſion the 
Temporal ſword is to ad its part by invading or annoying 
the-delinquent Prince his Perſon or State if, I ſay, the Pope 
hath Power (though not to. authorize, yet) to declare,and not 
onely to declare, but to'command the doing of all this, as being 
in the line of Spirituality, and within the vierge of an Ecclcſi- 
aftical! Jurifdiaion : truly my opinion is, (and 1 think every 
ſober an wo ot. gr es upon due reflexion ſub- 
ſcribe tothe'ſame,) that this DoAtrine, as it contributes little 
to the Security of Ptinces; and-as tittle to the ſatisfaRion of 


INNER Readers3ſo it is not every one can caſily underſtand, 


or be able to reconcile it to truth and its felf: for, if T miftake 


not,it fonlly claſhes with bath. For, (lince we arc here treating : 
of the Legality or Tlicpality of an Qath, and what we thay or . 


ay riot lafely, (fear or abjure;) what cat ſeemingly have 


moreof the Riddle;or leſsro the purpoſe in it,thenito be grave. - 


ly told for our jnſtru@ion,and the quietin g of our Conlſciences, 
that we may lawfully abjurethePope's Powerof Authorizing, 
but not in aty wiſe abjure iis Power of Copmapding a forrein 
Prince-to' invad&or at Bs Mt of Hik Kingdoms? 
Again, thatwe, rtay fafely fear the Pope hath no Power 


to 'Depoſe Princes, but that we muſt nbt'aþjure his Power - 


of Commanding others to depaſe them ? Alas! and 'is not this 
a much miſtaken favour, a mere mock-pxetence of Security 


to'CrowWtief fiedds; and” of eaſe and relicf to troubled Con-, 


ſcietices; whblly'built upointhis nice and ambigaous Diſtin- 


&ion, of | AutÞorizing, and! Commanting? A DiltinQion in 
this caſe ſo ſabrile, chat it is impoſſible to find where the dit- 
ference lies, .and is therefore in very deed no Diſtin&tion at. 
all; either in reſpe& of the King,to whom it is all one, (and . 
His peril! or ruine undiftinguiſhably the ſame,) whether He . 


be invatled atid depoſed'by.the Pope's Authority, or onely by 
his Command.” Neither is it any DiſtinRtion in reſpe& of the 
Swearer, who cafinot ſecurely, nor without a ſelf-contradic- 
tion, (from which this Diftin&ion can never clear him, ) 


tyegr that the Pope hath not any Power and Authority to 
=> 4 ad | depoſe ; 
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depoſe Princes, if he have Power and Authority to commahd 
others to depoſe them : becauſe this authoritative injunction 
of his is enough to intitle him to the faq and his very Com- 
manding others to depoſe, both makes and denominates him 
the Depoſer. _ 
Beſides all this, if it be true what theſe Authours afſume, 
that Temporall Princes have (when the good of Souls and 
the neceſſity of the Church requires it) Power to depoſe one 
another, how can any man, being of:;this opinion, lawfully 
{wear the Pope. hath not any ſuch Power, who, as we all 
know, isa mixt perſon, and as well a Temporal Prince as a 
Spiritual Paſtour? and therefore it would argue great partia- 
lity in this Dorine, wholly to exclude him, at leaſt as he 
is a Temporal Prince, from his ſhare in the Depoling power: . 
from whence it would finally follow, that the. Oath : could 
not: be taken without a diſtinQion of different formalities 
in the ſame.perſon, that is, without diſtinguiſhing the Pope 
as Pope from himſelf as he is a Temporal Prince and then 
alſo the two formalities being at odds, the Temporal 
Prince would be the more powerfull Pope of the two. 
Theſe and the like entangled Poſitions I take'to beclearly 
conſequential, and abſolutely neceſſary inferences from the 
aforeſaid dark and perplexed diſcourſe of. theſe Authours. 
Now the uſe and advantage the Reader may pleaſe to make 
hereof is this ſober and wholeſome reflexion, That ſince 
IWithrington, who befiowed much pains, and ſince large and- 
karned Comments, upon the Oath, fince he,. I ſay, whilſt 
he pretends to explain one of the Branches of that very Point 
wherein the Subſtance of the Oath conlifts, ( according to the 
Authour of the Queltions,) leads us intoſuch a Labyrinth of 
thorny and inſignificant Diſtinions, croſs and thwarting 
Niceties of words, as that a more then ordinary clue of rea- 
ſon and attention is neceſſary to wind us out 3 what conſci- 
encious and conſiderate perſon of leſs leiſure, induſtry, lear- 
ning, and other abilities, then FW/izhrington was,ſ{criouſly pon- 
dering this Oath, ſhall hope he underſtands what he is to 
abjure, or dare to abjure what he underſtands not ? 
CHAP. 


the Oath of Allegeance, 
CHAP, VII. 


The juſt Plea of Conſcience in refuſing to abjure the 
Ut doFrine conſider d with the like reference 
to the Depoſitions of Popes as of Kings. 


Am much taken with the ſeaſonable advice and whole- 

ſome caution I find in the Fourth of the Controverſial 
Letters , which I ſhall elſewhere have occaſion to quote 
more at large : © Princes and Biſhops, ſaith this Gentleman, 
* (pag.$.)are both ſacred let what belongs to them be ſo too, 
<* and not touched without the excuſe of neceſlity, or obliga- 
* tion of duty.It was under the warrant of this apology to my 
own thoughts, and the confidence of my Reader's candour, 
that I firſt engaged in this Diſcourſe 3 and that now, for his 
farther ſatisfa&ion, ( to ſhew that there is nothing of any 
Popiſhly-affe&ed partiality in the refuſing this abjuring 
Oath, but that our Recuſancy is wholly grounded upon 
ſound Reaſon and upright Conſcience, I ſhall compare the 
unlawtulneſs of abjuring the Pope's Depoling power, with 
the like unlawtulneſs of abjuring the Power of depofing 
Popes 3 both theſe Powers being alike controvertible a- 
mong(t ſome of the Learned, whereof divers do freely and 
openly teach that Popes may be depoſed as well as Kings,and 
for the like cauſe. 

For which end I ſhall here advance and confront in their 
{everall inſtances two Propolitions of a more large and com- 
prehenſive nature in relation to the Depoling power : as 
firſt, That there is abſolutely no Power or Authority upon earth, 
either Spiritual or Temporal, to depoſeKings, let the cauſe or 
pretence be what it will ; ſecondly, That there is abſolutely 1s 
ſuch Power or Authority upon earth, Spiritual or Temporal, ts 
depoſe the Pope. The firſt of theſe Propoſitions is that which 
in the year of our Lord 1614. the Houſe of Commons in 
France, in the General Aſſembly of the Three Eſtates, would 
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' have been at, and offered not onely to own and ſwear to it 


themſelves, as a fundamental and holy Law, but alſo paſ- 
fionately endeavoured that .others ſhould be compelled by 
rigorous penalties to doe the like. But the project was 
ſtifled in the birth, and the abortive Bill laid akide by the 
Lords Spiritual and Tempora), who, well weighing the con- 
troveited nature of the caſe, were more conſiderate, and ten- 
der of their Oaths, then to venture them upon a foundation 
which, take whether ſide they pleaſed, muſt needs fail, and 
betray the Swearer to an aQive fin and ſhame, 

But what ſhall we ſay to the ſecond Propolition ? may we 
not ſtrain alittle farther for the Pope then the King ? will 
not Religion bear us cut, if we adventure to ſwear, that 
there is not any Power upon carth, Spiritual or Temporal, 
to depoſe the Pope ? To which I anſwer, It is neither Re- 
ligion, Veneration, Duty ,or Awe tothe Sce of Rome, which 
ought either to perſwade orextort, any more then it can le- 
gitimate, ſuch an Oath 3 which it can never do, in regard of 
thepublick and unreproved diſputableneſs of the caſe. For 
whether we confider matter of fa& or right. it is no news 
amongft Catholick Divines, that if the Pope ſhould be- 
come an Heretick, ( and they grant the | If | to be no im- 
poſſible ſuppolition,) he then forteits his right to the Apoſto- 
lical Chair, and thereupon may lawfully be judged and de- 
poſed by the Spiritual power of the Church. And this is a 
Doctrine which hath been long publick to the world ; a 
Doctrine pretending a Canonical Conſtitution and a Conci- 
liary AR for its ground and ſupport > a Doctrine not un- 
known to 1taly, yet uncenſured at Rome, nay, held and 
taught by. ſome who lived and wrote even at the Pope's 
fect. | 

Where, by.the way, our impartiall School-men ſeem at 
leaſt to clear themſelves from all -hniſter prejudices - of Fa- 
vour and Flattery, and the ſtale imputation of framing and 
modelling their DoErines to the humour and:interett of the 
Court of Rome , whereas we here ſee that ſome of them, and 
thoſe of eminent note, make as bald with the common-Fa- 
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ther of the Church, the Pope himſelf, and even run him - 
down with their Speculations as confidently, and with as 
much ſhow of zeal, asat other times they ſet themſelves to 
unthrone the meaneſt Prince in Chriſtendome, upon the ſame 
pretence. And though his Holineſs knows that Popes fit 
not ſo faſt, nor are ſo firmly rivetted to their Thrones, but 
that divers of them have been depoſed 3 and ſees withall this 
particular Depoſing doEtine, threatning Popes no leſs then 
Princes, taught under his very eyes, and for the ſame cauſe, 
and that cauſe Hereſy, and that Hereſy hath even by Catho- 
licks been charged more then once againſt ſome of his Pre- 
deceſſours: yet (notwithſtanding this concurrence and com- 
plicated pretence of Fears and [Jealoutics) he never goes about 


to eſtabliſh his Rights, Perſon and Authority,by any ſuch af(- 


fertory Oath as ours is 3 but chuſeth rather to truſt Providence 
with his concerns, then that the Triple crown ſhould owe 
any part of its Security toan illegal and unneceſſary Oath, or 
his people be compell'd needleſly to {wear away the peace 
of their Conſcience, for ſecuring that of the Common- 
wealth. 

But to draw the caſe yet to a nearer parallel, and to cloſe 
more particularly with the Oath of Allegeance, wherein we 
are commanded to (wear, that the Pope xeither of himſelf, nor 
by any Authority of the Church or See of Rome,zor by any other 
means, with any other, hath any Power or Authority to depoſe 
the King 3, ( and this to be underliood as to comprehend all 
cauſes, caſes or pretences poſſible. ) Let us ſpell the Oath 
backwards, and reade Pope for King, and King for Pope 3 
and then ſuppoſe we were injoyned to {wear, that no King or 
Prince, either of himſelf or by any Authority of the Church 
or See of Rome, or by any other means, with any other, hath 
in any poſſible cafe any Power or Authority to depoſe the 
Pope 3 let us ſee what the Schools and the publick and cur- 
rently-allowed Tenets of Divinity will award as to the ta- 
king or refuling this Oath. 

It is acknowledged on all hands, there are divers inſtan- 
ces from hiſtory of Depolitions of Popes by Temporal Prin- 
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ces, as well as of Temporall Princes by Popes, which yet 
our Divines ſeem to reſtrain to the common caſe of Herely : 
and therefore the otherwiſe-pious and godly Emperour Otho 
incurred at lealt the mild cenſure and reprehenſion of ſuch 
pens as record the fa&, for depoling Pope John the XII, be- 
cauſe ( though he was one of the worlt of Popes, yet) by 
the crime of Hereſy he was wanting in the black liſt of his 
Offences to fill up the meaſure of his crying Mildemeanours, 
and juſtify the Sentence and ſeverity of his Depolitionzthough 
even taking the caſe as it was, not onely the pious Empe- 
rour ( faith Bellarmixe ) conceived this Pope might be de- 
poſed, but many Dodtours thought ſo as well as. he. 

But however, nothing is more certain, then that it is a 
common and allowed Opinion of divers Divines, that in 
caſe of Hereſy the Pope may -be judged and depofed by the 
Church. Some of which carry it yet a ſtep farther, adding 
[ ought] to | may, | that is, that he not onely may, but oxght 
to be depoſed : and that this may and ozght is not onely the 
Churche's right,but her obligation, and ſhe thereby bound to 
proceed to due execution thereof, to the utmolt of her power : 
and if the Pope, who is to be depoſed, ſhould chance to re- 
{ift, oppoſe and ſtand in dehance of the Churche's judgment, 
and ſhe not in a condition to call his obſtinacy to an account, 
and to turn him out of kis Chair by virtue of her Spiritual 
arms alone, and yet her duty fill ſuppoſed incumbent and 
preſſing upon her, to diſcharge and free her elf and her 
Children from the thraldome of an Uſurper 3 then theſe Au- 
rhours will tell us, that the Law of Nature, or that which is 
a Law'to it ſelf, Neceſſity, (whicheven in cauſes Ecclehiaſti- 
cal takes upon her to juſitfy force, when nothing but force 
will ſerve, for the compaſling a juſt and neceſſary end,) will 
prompt the Church, as is uſual in ſome other caſes, to have 
recourſe to the Temporal Power, and call in the athſtence of 
the Secular arm to her {uccour. In which juncture, no 
doubt, any King, Prince , or zealous Otho, who would 
pleaſe to intereſt himſelf in and eſpouſe the Churche's quar- 
xel, might both deſerve and receive her LInRR and 
thanks, 


the Oath of Allegeance, 


thanks, to a& with authority, as a welcome auxiliary in 
the Holy war, even tothe Depoling of the Pope, and placing 
another in his Throne, in order to the good of Souls, and the 
juft recovery of the Eccleſialtical liberties and Spiritual 
rights» 

Thos then being a Caſe confeſſedly poſſible, and an Opini- 
on which Authority renders probable, in which Caſe,and ac- 


cording to which Opinion, Kings and Princes have, at leaſt 


by Authority of the Church, and with others, Power and Au- 
thority to depoſe the Pope I ſee no objeRion offer it ſelf, but 
the way open and fairly ſmoothed to this Reſolution of the 
Caſe, That no Catholick can ſafely take this counter-Oath, 
nor ſecurely ſwear, that no King or Prince, either of him- 
ſelf, or by any Authority of the Church or See of Rome, or 


by any other means, with any other, hath ( in any poſſible 


cale ) any.Power or Authority to depoſe the Pope. 
:And therefore comparing the two Oaths together, this and 


the Oath of Allegeance, I think that, as no man could - 


rightly be accounted a bad Catholick at Rome, tor denying to 


take this, ſo neither can hejuſtly be reputed a bad Subjett in 


England, for refuling the other 3 becauſe this Recuſancy is 
equally blamable in either of the two cafes, or abſolutely un- 


reprovable in both, the (ground of both being one and the 


ſame; which indeed i is neither favour'nor fear of man, but 


rather a jult fear of incurring God's disfavour, and the i In-. 
violable duty we owe to Truth, and an upright Conſcience,. 
which lays an indiſpenſable tie of Recuſancy upon us, ſo far 


as never to take any affextory Oath, requiring of us to ſwear 
or abjure any ſpeculative controverted DPbErines , though 


we ſuppoſe'the 'Oath to be as much in favour of the Pope, . 


as Our Oath of Allegeance is conceived to be of the King. 


F'3 is CTHAP.. 
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CHAP. VII. 


Abjuring the Depoſing doGFrine neither is, nor can be 
any part of the Oath, as it-is an'Oath of Allegeance, ' 
and therefore not at all neceſſary io a true Oath of | 
Allegeance, 


More Allegeance may be ſworn, and better Security 
given to Princes, by abjuring all Diſcourſes and 


Diſputes in favour of the Depoſing doGrine, then by 
abjuring the Dodrine it ſelf. 


* printedat | Have ſeen, and taken ſome pains to peruſe, a * Book of 

London 1645» L Oaths,and the ſeveral terms thereof, (above two hundred | 
in all, ) bothancient and modern, forrein and domeſtick,out p 
of ſundry authentick Books and Records, wherein, amongſt | 
ſo many Oaths of Fealty, Service and Duty.as are mentioned 
there, (which generally run in the promiſſory ſtrain,) I fnd 
not one that injoyns the ſwearing or abjuring of any contro- 
verted DoGrine, fave onely our two Oaths of Allegeance and 
Supremacy 3 which upon that account lie under the juſt 
exception (as I think) of being ſingular and without prece- | 
dent in their kind ; wherefore what the Authour of the Que- 
ſtions ſo expreſly aſſumes, ( my ſelf alſo, for his and the Ar- 
gument*s ſake, having been willing hitherto to goe along | 
with him in his own ſuppoſition, ) viz. that the Abjuring the | 
Pope*s Depoſing power is the Subſtance of the Oath, cannot be 
firictly madeout without the help and allowance of a diftin- 
Qion, nor regularly underliood but onely of the affertory 
part : for otherwiſe, if we ſpeak properly, it is ſo far from 
being the Subſtance, that it is not ſo much as a Part of the 
Oath, as it is an Oath of Allegeance, and a Bond of Duty 
from the Subject to his Supreme Lord. 


And 
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Andof this there will need little proof, when it is conſi- 
dered, that the Bond ofan Oath is in reference to ſomething s. Thomas 
which is to be performed for the future and therefore can- 2+ 2+ 4# 89- 
not appertain to an aſſertory Oath, (which is a thing pre- ®* 7* 
ſentor paſt,) but belongs onely to a promiſſory Oath. Where- 
fore ſince it is plain, that this abjuring the Pope's Depoſing 
power is an afſertory Oath, there can be no doubt, that it 
being init ſelf, and in the natureof the thing, no Bond atall, 
itcan be no Bond of Allegeance, and therefore alſono part of 
the Oath as it is an Oath of Allegeance, 

And ifthe forbearing all Diſputes and Diſcourſes any ways 
favouring the Depoling power may be {as I think it-is) look*d 
upon as part of our Allegeance 3 then it follows likewiſe, 
that more Allegeance may be {worn by the promiſſory Oath, 
in abjuring all fuch Diſputes and Diſcourſes in favour and de- 
fence of the Depoſing doGtrine, then-by abjuring the Doctrine | 
it ſelf; becauſe this laſt Oath of abjuring the Dodrine it elk, 
being purely afſertory, contains no Promiſe, Bond, or Tie 
f at all: ſo that in fine it is the promiſſory Oath alone that is. 
the true Oath of Allegeance; and the ſole Bond of-Duty from 
the Subject to-his Prince, 

This I take to be the reaſon why ſome learned Catholicks, 
who underſtood both themſelves, the difference of Oaths, 
and the nature of Allegeance, full well, having upon ſundry 
| emergent occaſions exhibited to the publick ſeveral Oaths of 
fidelity for the quieting of all State-jealouſics and fears from 
, the Pope's Depoling power; have wholly confined themſelves 
© to the promiſſory form. © Thus 13Catholick' Priefis made a 
| ſolemn Proteftation of their Allegeance: to Queen Elizz- 
beth by a publick Inſtrument the lati day of Fanuary, and the 
laſt year of. Her Majeltie's reign, wherein, after having ac- 
knowledged the Queen (though divided from the Church 
g of Romo in Communion) for their true and lawfull Sovereign, 
they promiſed that. they would yield to Her Majeſty all Obe- 
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dience in Temporal cauſes, notwithſtanding any Authority | 
or any Excommunication whatſoever denounced, or to. be 
denounced, againſt Her Majeſty or Her Subjects; . 
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The like Declaration and Acknowledgment Mr. James 
Haughton, ( alias Mr. Thomas Green, ) Profteſſour of Divi- 
nity of the holy Order of Saint Bexedi&, gave under his hand 
fo the then Lord Biſhop of Durham, the 5. November An, 
1619. and did promiſe and vow to be a true and faithfull 
Subject to His Majeſty and His Succeſſours during his lite,not- 
withſtanding any Sentence from the Pope whatſoever of Ex- 
communication, Depoſition, or Abſolution of His Majeftie's 
Subjects from their natural Obedience toHim or His Heirs. 
There hath of late years been often reprinted a brief Expla- 
nation of the RomanCatholick belief concerning their Church- 
"worſhip, juſtification, and Civil government, in the laft 
clauſe whereof are theſe expreſs words: We are (ay they) 
* moſt ſiritly and abſolutely bound to the exact and entire 
* performance of our Promiſes made to any perſon of what 
© Religion ſoever, much more to the Magilirates and Civil 
* Powers under whoſe proteion we live, whom we are 
* taught to obey by the Word of God, not onely for fear, but 
* Conſcience ſake, and to whom we will moſt faithfully ob- 
© ferve our Promiſes of Duty and Obedience, notwithſtan- 
* ding any Diſpenſation, Abſolution, or other proceedings 
* of any forrein Power or Authority whatſoever. And this 
Hiſtory of they lincerely and ſolemnly profeſſed in the fight of God, the 
the Iriſh Re- Searcher of all hearts, without any equivocation or mentall 
rc one? reſervation whatſoever. 
= Fo The ObjeRion which ſome offer againſt the ſufficiency of 
Treatiſe, 3, theſe or the like forms, grounded upon the difference which 
856, the ObjeQours make between [Will not | and | Cannot, ] is, 
290 dr in my opinion, wholly groundleſs : what they pretend with 
Queſtions in {© much ſolicitude in behalf of the State being onely this, 
his Preface That it is not enough for a man to ſwear he Will xot, unleſs he 
ro the Au- ſwear alſo he Cannot be diſpenſed with or abſolved from his 
Four um- Allegeance. Which to me ſeems no reaſon at all, why Wal 
_—_— ot may not be as good a Subject, and give as full ſecurity 
teſtant inthe for his Allegeance, as Caznot : his Oath by which he ſwears 
9.Controver- he will not ever accept or make uſe of any Diſpenſation or Ab- 
tial Letter. ſolution from his Allegeance, being to him as indiſpenſably 
Wy binding, 
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binding, and tying him as faſt to his Prince and his intereſt, 
as any Oath can poſſibly do. For if it be replied, that he who 
now {wears he will not ever accept or make vſe of any ſuch 
Diſpenſation or Abſolution, may come hereafter to alter his 
mind 3 and then what is become of his cobweb-Oath, and 
the ſecurity he gave for his Fidelity ? It may with as much 
reaſon and truth be retorted , that he who now ſwears he 
cannot be diſpenſed with, norabſolved from his Allegeance, 
may come hereafter to alter his opinion 3 and then where is 
his cobweb-Oath, and the ſecurity he.gave for his Fidelity ? 
I anſwer then for both, That though Wills and Opinions are 
ſlippery things, yet an Oath may hx both the one.and the 0- 
ther 3 yet with this difference and advantage againſi the fore- 
cid Opinion, that Wills way be fixed immediately, Opini- 
ons onely mediately, and indeed by no other means then by 
firſt fixing of Wills. | 

Firſt then, that an Oath may immediately fix and reſtrain 
the Will, I take to be a clear caſe : for he that ſwears (for 
example) he will not doe ſuch or ſuch a thing tending to the 
prejudice of a third perſon, is without more adoe under as 
ſireight and indiſpenſable a ty as any Oath can bring upon 
him 3 that is, he cannot ſo much as change his Will, nor goe 
back with his Promiſe, without Perjury, and proving falſc 
to God, his own heart, and his Oath. As for Opinions, 
fince it hath been already proved, that it can never be fafe 
to ſwear or abjure an Opinion 3 and then, (ſecondly,) though 
it were, yet ſuch an Oath, being, an aſſertory Oath, could 
ring no bond or obligation upon the Swearer, ſo much as of 
not changing his Opinion for the future.: hence it plainly tul- 
lows,that the way of fixing and reſtraining Opinions 15 onely 
mediately, and by firſt fixing and reſtraining the Will, either 
by a promiſſory Oath, or by the ſeverity of the Law, or by 
both jointly. For inſtance, take. in King Hexry the VIII. 
his daies 3 upon occafion of the then Six famed Articles of 


Religion, it was ordained andenaGted by authority of Parli- H: 8: 31+ 


ament, * That if any perſon or perſons within this Realm of 
* England, or in any other of the King's dominions, did by 
* word, 


©n 
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* word, or writing, printing, cyphering, or any otherwiſe, 
< publiſh, preach,” teach, fay, affirm, declare, diſpute, ar- 
* -1e, or hold any Opinion contrary to the foreſaid Articles, 
< that then ſuch perſon or perfons ſo offending fhould be li- 
« 4ble to {uch and' ſuch particular penalties as are expreſſed 
«©10 hems.” 

Were this pattern copied out by our Age, and that there 
were a Law now in force, That ifany perſon or perſons with- 
in this Realm, or in any other of the King's dominions, did 
by word; writing, printing, cyphering, or any other waies, 
pnbliſh,' preach, teach; ſay, affirm, 'declare, diſpute, argue, 
or hold'any Opinion in favour of the Pope's Power of depc- 
ling Princes, that-then ſuch perſon or perſons fo offending 
ſhould be liable to fuch and fuch penal ſeverities, as the Le- 
giflative power of this Nation had in their grave wiſedom 
rhought fit to appoint.z were there, I fay, ſuch an A as this 
in force, he who would fwear to a ftri& obſervance thereof, 
would 'haveno more to anfwer for his Opinions in this parti- 
cams: 

But yet again, though there be no ſuch Law extant, let - 
but: the good Subject be admitted to ſwear,that he will never 
by word, ' deed, or any otherwiſe, countenance, abett, de- 
fend, maintain, preach, teach, or publiſh any Opinion in fa- 
vour of the Pope's dire or indire& Depofing power, and 
tor the refit, that he will inviolably bear Faith and true Alle- 
geance to the King, notwithſtanding any Diſpenſation os 
whatever other procecdingrto the contrary, and not onely ne- 
ver aQ againſt Him, but alfo affiſt, ro'the beſt of his power 
and skill, and fide with Him againſt any Power whatſoever, 
that ſhall at any time a& pain Him, or attempt againſt His 
Sacred Perſon, Crown, or Dignity: Queſtionleſs, no Secu- 
rity imaginable can be greater then this 3 forafmuch as no 
one can be more faithfully true tohis King, or more ſecurely 
incapable of proving diſloyat to Him,. whilſt this Oath. is 
kept. And for fecurity that he wilt keep it, T conceive, no 
good Subje& will refuſe to ſwear that he will be content, if 
cyer he fail in the performance hereof, to be deemed and ad- 
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judged a Diſturber ofthe peace, and an Enemy to his King 
and Country, a man. for[woyn tbefare God and the world 
and will therefore freely offer to be puniſhed as in caſe of Per- 
jury and Rebellion, that js,. to forkeit, his Body to the Lay, 
his Soul to the doom.and'wrath bFthe"taſt day,” and his Namic 
to ſcorn and reproach. Wete. this thro Shly* Waphat and 
duly (worn, I know no Expedient that could more effequ- 
| ally contributeto the perfect quieting of all juſ-fears bf;the 
| State, nor more ſecurely anſwer tor the peaceable\\difpolition 
; and opinions of the Swearer.z whenas even the moſi- hidden 
thoughts and abſtracted notions. of the Ipeculative-man, be- 
ing under unjuſt reſtraint, and having for guaranty ſuch: an 
Oath and ſacred Engagement, areſufkciently bound to their 
good behaviour, and (ecured from all facrilegious attempts of 
breaking incloſure, and {hewing. themſelves abroad, though 


onely by way of publick and opendiſcourſe. ; _  ::. 
Wherefore 


{hall conclude with the:Foeurth: Gomcroverfial 
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Letter, .in behalf of the ſilencing and abjuring all Diſputes ivi 


reference to the Depoling dodrine,. heartily wiſhing, as * he * Pag, 8. 


doth, © that we.may all preſerve the: majeſty of Supreme 
«* powers in..an awkull diſtance, and ſibmit to'.thetw\wirlk, 
< the xeverencezot a,quiet Obedience,;anhd- not'imake: them 
| * cheap: by unreaſonable... Diſputes.!+ Princescand Biſhops 
< are both ſacred 3, let what belongs to. them-be-ſartoo, :and 
L. * not touched, without the excuſe of neceſſity, orobligation 
*of duty ; let every.guiet and peaceable ſpinit ſay; Obedience 


| « i5 the duty, which God.and-my condition xcquide fromime;3 
* and in the pexformance of that Lywill endeavour robefounds 
*- unblamable, and leave diſputing to thoſe whoivaluerthe: 


: © praiſe of a witty and ſubtle man, above that of ataithful}: 
| *and quiet SubjeR. | v2. | | IE 6 EELSG 6 F 
FJ ICC 253 3483-4 2:04 BD 3YGLI 
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CHAP. ix. 


An An wer , to the Anthour of the Queſtion 45 far a PI 
_conperme, onr preſent Queſtion | 


px che fir R place x (hall ſpeak-to matter -of fie relating to 
the Sorbon Cenſures; ' andithe Subſcription of the French 
Feſuits.z, the clearing of both which particulars from ſome 
unwary.miſrepreſentations and diſguifesof our Authour ſhall 
be thechizbſabjec@ ofthis Chapter. 

 Thefirſtand leading Cenfure was that of the Sacred Facul- | 
ty of. Theology, which, upon occalion and mature examina- 
tign of! a.certain Latine Book printed at Rome 1625; having 
in the 30. and 31, Chapters found'theſe' Propolitions,, Thas 
the Pope. may with-emporal puniſhments chaſtiſe. Kings ' and 
Princes (aepiſe and agg thentof their Eftates and K Irs 


; for the crime of Hereſy, and exempt their Subjefts from the O- 


bedience dne to them z, andthat this cuſtome hath been alwaies 
pradiiſed in the Church, &c. and on the'$.of Aprit't 626; cen-, 
(ured theſe Propoſitions of-that-pertijeious Book, and Toh- 
demned the! DoQrind therein contained'as new, BIG, erro=, 
neous; 'contrary:to'the''Word- of God Uteridrivg odious the 
Papal dignity, -opening a gap to Schifm,; derogative of the 
Sovereign Authority ot'Kings;| which. Ydipendy on God alone, 
xctarding' the-converfiow'6t Intidets' 'ahd Heretica} Princes, 
diftubidg thepublick Peace, tending t6'the' ruine of Ring- 
doms and/Repablicks, diverting Subjedts from the Obedience 
dye to their Sovercigns, precipitating them into FaRion,, 
Rebellion, Sedition, and even to commit Parricides -on the 
Sacred Perſons of their Princes : 

The Univerſity of Paris in their. General Aſſembly on the 
20. of Aprit-1626, decreed, that this Cenſure ſhould be pub- 
_Iickly xead every year 3 and that if any Doctour, Profeſfour,. 
Maſter of Arts, or Scholar, ſhould refit, diſobey, or make 
2ny. the leaſt oppoſition againli the. (aid Cenſure, he ſhould - 


name. 
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immediately be expelPd, and deprived of his Degree, Facul» 
ty.and Rank, without hopes of re-admittance. 

The like Decrees on the ſame occafion , the ſame year, 
againſt the ſame Dofrine, were made by Seven other Uni- 
verlitiesof France, Likewiſe the French Jeſuits ſubſcribed 
the Sorbon Cenſures, as the Authour of the Queſtions tells us, 
And that this was aQually done, he i is confident will not be 
denied : that it was commanded, * © we need no farther evi- 
* dence (lays he} then the Arreſt it ſelf of the Parliament of 
« Paris, dated the 17. of March 1626. wherein it is ordered, 
*© that the Prielts and Scholars of Clairmont, and of the other 
* two Houſes which the Feſuits have in Paris, ſhould within 
**three daies ſubſcribe the Cenſure made by the Faculty of 


« Sorbon, © This the Authour of the Queſtions ; z who needed. 


not have been (6 confident of this laſt evidencedrawn from. 


the Arreſt of the Parliament, which doubtleſs muſt needs be _ 


a miſtake : for otherwiſe, ( unleſs webe reſolved to rob the 
Year 1626.of ſome more diies then were thrown out of the 
Year 1582, for the Reformation of the Calendar,) it will be 
a little hard to underſtand, how the Feſuits ſhould be com- 


manded, by an Arreſt of Parliament dated the 17. of Mareb - 


1626, . toſubſcribe the Sorbox Cenſures within three daics, 
whereas the firli of theſe Cenfures' was'not made before che 
4. of April-1626. and'the other nat before the 20. day of the 
ſame'month and year, even according to his own computa- 
tion. . The occation and ground of the mitiake, I conceive, 
was this 3 In'themonth'of December 1625; the Sorbox ifſi ued 


out a Cenſure againſt another Book, entituled Admonitio'ad / 


Regemy and it was the.ſingle Cenſure againſt this Book, and 


not the two other Cenſures againſt Santarellw his Book, (as 


our Authour miſtakingly ſuppofed,) which the Feftitr were 
commanded to fubſcribe wit In three daies by an Arreſt of 
Parliament dated the 17. of Match 1626, aud looking back 
to December 1625. 

| This:very quotation and copy. of che Cenſure of the 4. of 
April is not free from its miſtake, or at leaſt of begetting a 


miſtake in others, and making them think the Cenfare more 
G. 3. | clear , 
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clearand home to the point then poſſibly it is. - For amongſ 
the Propoſitions and Dotrines which the Faculty of [Theo- 
logy had found in the 30. and 31. Chapters, pf Santarellus 
his Book, the Authour of the Queltions, having onely. ſet 
down theſe, © That thePope may. with temporal puniſhments 
*chaſtiſe Kings and Princes,depoſe and depriye thern of their 
« Eftatesand Kingdoms, for the crime of Hereſy,and exempt 
* theirSubje&s £.om the Obedience due to them,and that this 
< Cuſtome has been alwaies praiſed in the Church —here 
hecuts.off what follows, and defeats his Reader of his full 
information with an unreaſonable | &c.] as if theſe Propoliti- 
ons were the onely, or at leaſt -the principal, objec; of the 
Cenſure ; which yet may juſtly be doubted, for the Faculty 
See the Cen- goes on in the charge againſt Santarellus, as teaching in the 
ſureir ſelf, foreſaid Chapters, © That Princes may be puniſhed and depo- 
_—__ 0 ** fed, not onely for Hereſy,but for other caules3 C1.) for their 
pag, 13, faults, (2.) if it be expedient, (3-), if they be negligent , 
*(4.) if their perſons be inſufficient, (5.) ifunuſetull and the 
like 3 and then follows the Cenſureit (elf, not fingly and (e- 
parately upon each Propolition by it (elf, (which yet is the 
uſual method of the Faculty,) but upon the whole taken in 
groſs: which puts a quite different face upon the matterfrom 
what our Authour had giyen it, and renders it doubtfull whe- 
ther theFaculty would have pronounced lo ſevere aJudgment 
againſt the firſt part of the DoErine, had not. thole laſt Pro-, 
poſitions proved to be the aggravating circumſtance. (or ra- 
ther cauſc) that deſervedly occaſioned and ſharpened . the 
Cenivee. iii Phe. DP CO a. 
As tothe Subſcription of the Feſwits,, the true account of 
that aQion ſtands thus: Santarellu his Book had been con- 
demned at Rome, which it was not for our Authour's pur- 
poſe to. take notice of, and his DbRrine generally cried down, 
and diſavowed by all good, men,;.befoxe ever it fell ynderthe_ 
brand of the Sorbon Cenſures : all which notwithſtanding, 
(uch and ſo eminently ſmngular was the caution and zeal. of 
Fraxce againſt this (though already ſufficiently ſuppreſft) mil(- 
chict, thatupon the 14. of March 1626, the Principal of the | 
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French eſuits, with three Superiours, and three other anci- 
ent Fathers. Fang ſummoned to appear before the Parlia-' 


ment of Paris, and being asked what they held as to the Points 


noted in Santarels ; Father Cotton , the then Provincial, 
(having in the name of the reft of his Order diſchim'd alt 
ſingularity of Opinions different from other Divines,) an- 


{wered,**That the DoEtrine of the Sorbox ſhould be cheirs,and 


« what the Faculty of Paris ſhould detcrmine and ſubfcribe, 


© they were ready to ſubſcribe alfo. And this indeed may paſs 


for a Subſcription to the Sorbon Cenſures, even before they 


were made. 

But from this Subſcription of the Frexeh Feſuits our Au-' 
thour runs into another miſtake, ſeeming to wonder why 
the Exgliſh Feſwits ſhould ſcruple a downright Oath, which 
is exacted of us, any more then the French Feſits did a ſim- 
ple Subſcription, which was' onely required of thetn': And: 
then taking upon him a ſober el ag ftyle to open the my- 


ſtery of (this particular) Jeſuitiſm, he attempts it in theſe 
very terms. 


© Now were I demanded arcafon, (fays he) why (o cir- 
* cumſpe& and wiſe a Body thould a& fo differently in the 


* ſame Cauſe but different Countries, T could onely return 


*this conjeQural anſwer, That, being wary and prudent per- 
* ſons, they could not but fee the concerns they hazarded in 
s' France, by refuling to ſubſcribe, far more important then 

'* What hey ventured at Rome, by fub{cribing 3 whenas- in 


' England all they can forfeit by declining the Oath of Alle- - 
[, BEance (being themſetves but few, and without the: en- - 
** gagements of Colledges and Foundations.) is perhaps of 

** lefs eſteem with chem, then the intereſt of their univerſal 


** Body at Rome, whence ſo many advantages are continual- 


**ly derived to the reſt of their Society. This i is tOa tittle his | 


full difcourfe upon this ſubjeQ. 
Andnow were I demanded a reafon, why this Gentleman 
| ſhould thus freely let looſe toa weak and meer conjeurall 


deſcant upon the very thoughts and ſecret intentions of reli- | 


glous men, (as if any temporal kntereft were or could be more 


dear - 
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dear to, or ſway more with them then Loyalty to iheir King 
and Country, ) my charity would prompt me to aſcribe it to 
ſomething of a too precipitate and miſtaken- zeal, or finifter 
preoccupation of judgement, which is too ealily taken up at 
unawares inthis Age of ours, and oftentimes foſtered to the 
great prejudice of the innocent, even by perſons otherwiſe of 
a ſober and no immoderate temper z who might doe a great 
deal of right, no leſs to themſelves then others, would they 
be pleaſed to conſider, that this is a great breach of Chriſtian 
Charity, and is one day ſadly to be reckoned for, when an 
impartial and all-knowing Juſtice ſhall fit upon the Bench to 
judge between man and man. | 
Neither is the ſtrength of the Gentleman's Diſcourſe, nor 
the depth of his Politicks, ſuch, but that a very common rea- 
ſon and an caly reflexion(bating paſſion and prejudice)may be 
Machiauvil enough both to fathome and anſwer him. Forit the 
Cauſe of the French and Engliſh Feſuits were the ſame, ( as he 
pretends it is, ) and withall they ſuppoſed to be thoſe circum- 
ſpect, wiſe, wary, prudent perſons, as he is pleaſed to cha- 
racer them in this place then the Engliſh Feſuvits mult needs 
fee, that by writing after the copy which the Frexch Feſwits 
have ſet them, they could not in any likelihood hazard any 
of their publick concerns at Rome, nor juſily tear the endan- 
gcring the intereſt of their univerſal Body there, by acting 
.No more then the Frexch had done in the ſame Cauſe without 
any known check or cenſure from the See Apoſtolick to this 
day, And the Authour of the Queſtions affords me a con- 
vincing proof of this in his ſecond Queſtion, from whoſe 
-mouth I take the words, and argue thus 3 That if chere be 
Reaſons enough to turn the eye of Authority quite away from 
ſeeing what the French ( Feſaits) ſo openly avowed in the 
face of the world, are there not enough to connive at the Ex- 
gliſh (Feſuits,) who are but a few, and a privately ,and not 
without the exculing plea of extreme neceſſity ? The Argu- 
ment cannot be diſliked , becauſe it is perfectly his own. 
Wherefore if (as he faith ) the Cauſe of the Exgliſp and 
French Jeſuits be the ſame, I conceive our Authour was 
much 
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much miſtaken in his conjeRural anſwer, as to the reaſon he' 


aligns of their diflerent Actings in the ſame Cauſe. For If the 


Cauſe be not the ſame, (as plainly it is not, ) then this miſ- 
take is much the greater, and his charity the leſs. Had he 
produced a Cenſure againſt the Pope's Depoling power ( e- 
qual to that of the Sorbox) drawn up, ſigned and affented to 
by the generality of Seculars and Regulars here in England, 
(for the ſatisfaGtion of the State, demanding as a Teſt of our 


Allegeance the Subſcription of ſuch a Cenſure,) and the Fe- 


ſaits alone ſhould fiand out, and refuſe to ſubſcribe and ſet 
their handsto it; or if he had given us an Oath of Allege- 
ance, exaaly parallel to ours, taken by the French Feſuits, 
and declined by the Engliſh 3, then indeed the Cauſe of both 
had been the ſame,and their Actings different : but theſe two 
conditions both failing, that is, the French Feſuits having 
no ſuch Oath of Allegeance to take as ours, nor the Engliſh 
any ſuch Cenſure to ſubſcribe as the French evidently the 
Cauſe of the one and the other is not the ſame, and fo it will 
be no wonder to an impartial Conſiderer they ſhould at 
differently in different Cauſes ; though I ſhall ſhew after- 
wards, that nothing can difference either their Principles or 
 Praciices, where the Cauſe will bear it. 

Another miſtake of the Authourof the Qyeſtions is,the ve- 
ry reaſon given by him why he conceiveth the diftin&tion be- 
tween a {imple Subſcription and a down-right Oath to be a 
meer unneceflary Scruple 3 © becauſe (ſaith he)no fincere and 
* generous honeſty will ſolemnly and deliberately atteſt under 
* his hand, what he will not in due circumſtances ſwear to be 
«© true, How ? ſwear to be true? and yet this Gentleman 
knew full well (had he but refleed on it) that the onely 
Queſtion here is,of Swearing or Abjuring Opinions. Where- 
fore had this Reaſon of his faln under Moxtalt's hands, and 
that he had catcht it dropping from a Feſuit's pen, how he 
would have anſwered it I know not : but I am ſure, the 
daily praQice of the Church, in a free and unoffenſive Sub- 
{cribing of Opinions, abundantly confutes it : for what more 
uſuall amongſt our greateſt Divines, in reſolving Caſes of 

weight 
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weight and concern, then to deliver and atteſt their Opinion 
undes their hand ? And was it not thus that the Faculty of 
Theologie delivered and ſubſcribed their Cenfure, as a 


$0 ſpeaks the Judgment for others to remember to frame and regulate their 
Decree itſelf. Opinions by ? Again, doth not our Authour himſelf, in his 


Preface, reaſon the caſe in this very manner, © that if three or 
* tour Doctours, nay perhaps one,who hath well ſtudicd the 
* point, can make an Opinion ſafe, how much more where a 
<* greater number and whole Univerſities engage their Judg. 
** ment? And ifthen the Freach Jeſuits, ſubmitting their own, 
ſubſcribed to the Judgment of the Univelity of Paris, and by 
it were willing to frame and regulate their own Opinions 3 
let any friend of our Authour, or his Principles,ſpeak where- 
in or What was their treſpaſs. For if, as he argues, the Au- 
thority of ſo many Catholick Docours rendered their Opini- 
on ſafe 3 ſure it could not be unſafe in the Feſ#its to ſubſcribe 
it as ſuch. But now, to draw a generall conſequence from 
a-fimple Subſcription to a down-right Oath, as our Authour 
doth, and to conclude, that a ſincere and generous honeſiy 
will oblige a man, in due circumftances, to {wear every 
thing he atteſts under his hand to be true this, in other 
terms, is to conclude, that a fincere and generous honelly 
will oblige a man in ſome circumſtances. to a& againſt Rea- 
ſon and Conſcience, by ſwearing an Opinion to be true : 
which kind of Oath is a groſs offence both againſi Logick 
and Divinity, and no leſs then Sacrilege and Selt-contra- 
dicion , as hath been already proved in the Fifth Chap- 
ter. 

 Thelaſt miſtake (waving many others) I ſhallconcern my 
{z1f with at preſent is found in the Authour's Fourth Queſti- 
on, where he informs his Reader, that the Jeſwits are the 
ſiriQelt of all Religious in maintaining and extending the 
Pope's Prerogatives. This he gives and atteſts under his 
hand in print : but I hope his fincere and generous honeſty 
would bave been loth deliberately.to ſwear it to be true : 
for as I queſtion, not but he was too good a Chriſtian delibe- 
rately to ſwear an untruth'z ſo I think he was too mack a 
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Scholar deliberately to take this for a truth. For let any 
learned and unprejudiced perſon but compare Bellarmine, 
Suarez, or any other Writer of the Society , not onely 
with the looſe and exorbitant Fantaſies of Careriws, Mwuſconi- 
ws, or Zecchius, but with other grave Religious men, with 
Panormitanus , Alvares Pelagius, Auguſtinus Triumphas , 
Boſins , and too many others to be liſted here; and then let 
him freely judge and ſpeak as he ſees cauſe, which of. theſe 
Religious are the ſiriQeſt in maintaining and extending the 


Pope's Prerogatives. Iam ſure Fo. Barkley, one of Bellarmine's fo Barkley 
greateſi adverſaries, was yet ſo juſt to him, as to let the 7.” 


world know, that Sixtus Quintus expreſſed his great diſ- 
pleaſure ( and it was near paſling to a Cenſure ) againſt the 
Learned Cardinall, not for extending, but rather for clip- 
ping the Pope's Prerogatives, by diſputing and writing ſo 
much as hedid againfithe dire& Power, and fo giving leſs 
to the Pope then the Pope himſelf claimed, and other Reli- 
gious men aſlerted as his due. Belides, how can it be aver- 
red with truth, that the Jeſ#its are the ſiriteſt Religious in 
maintaining and extending the Prerogative of the Depoſing 
power, who of all Religious are the onely perſons that, by 
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eſpeciall Precept and Decree, ( which was firſt made by This thePub- 


themſelves ; and afterwards renewed at the inſtance of the 


pits , ſhut their School-doors againſt it , baniſhef@ it from 
their publick Diſputes, and ſuffer not ſo much as the mention 
of it to paſs under their Pens, unleſs where neceflity or duty 
make it a Crime to be wholly filent? | 
Laſtly, how far the Feſ#its are from being the ſtricteſt in 
maintaining and extending the Pope's Prerogatives by any 
particular Do@trine of their own, and how ready they are to 
diſavow and renounceall fingularity in this kind, both Ewg- 


land and France afford us a fair inſtance, in a very obſerva- 


ble (and, I think, unexceptionable)) harmony of profeſſions 
and ating between the Engliſh and French Feſwits in point of 
Allegeance, For as father Cottox, the mouth and ſpeaker of 
the reſi of his Order in Fraxce , freely offexed, that the Doc- 
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Parliament of Paris, have filenced this Dorine in their Pul- —_ 
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trine of the Sorbox ſhould be theirs, and that what the Fa- 
culty of Paris ſhould determine and ſubſcribe, they were 
ready to ſubſcribe alſo: ſo in the year 166r. ( the very year 
wherein theſe Queſtions concerning the Oath of Allegeance 
firſt came to light ) an Engliſþ Jeſuit, in the behalf of the 
Ste reſt of his Brethren, offered in print, * that what Oath of 
Life by WO Allegeance the Engliſh Clergy and other Religious ſhould 
Do&rine, © agree upon, that they would moſt readily take them(elves, 
pag, 120 ©and willingly invite all others to take it. An evidence 
then which I think a greater cannot eaſily be given, how far 
they are from any particular kindneſs to any leſs allowable 
DoErine of their own, who ſhew fo much of ſubmiſſion and 
deference to others Judgments, as belt ſuiting with the mo» 
| deſty and humility of Religious men. 
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The reſt of the Anſwer to the Authour of the. 
7 Queſtions: 


Af a carefall ſurvey, and a-no Ieſs-impartial then par- 
ticular and due examination, of his ſmall Treatiſe, I 
tind the main Queſtion throughout the whole ſo generally 
mis-ſtated by him, even contrary to tis own expreſſe afler- 
tions, and the very terms wherein he firſt propoſed; and 
thereby engaged to difpute it, ( which I ſet down in the 
Firli Chapter, and purpoſely ſtated the principall Controver- 
{y out of him, with this previous and particular Obſervati- 
on, That our prefent Queſtion wa not, Whether a Catholick, 
may ſafely deny, but, deny by Oath, (that Deniall alſo being the 
very Subjtance of the-Oath, ) and univerſally. abjure the Popes 
Power of depoſing Princes : )- which point he hath treated fo 
curſorily, and ſpoken © little directly-to it, that the onely 
application of my former diſcourſe by way of Anſwer to his 
tew proofs, will be all the Anſwer which therefi of his Book 


Can 
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can juſtly claim, and the diſcovery of his Miſtakes will be the 
refutation of his Arguments, Tn 
As firſt, where he endeavours to fetch the parallel over 
from France to England, arguing from the Cenſures and 
Judgment of the French Divines, and preſſing the Queltion 
home, why we may not ſafely and uncenſurably profeſs as 
much as they. To which is anſwered from the forcſaid 
grounds, That though we might ſafely and uncenſurably pro- 
feſs as much as they, yet *tis one- thing to profeſs as much as 
they, and another to {wear as much as they profeſs 3 and that 
though the firſt might, yet the ſecond cannot be ſafely and 
uncenſurably done: and: this for-the fame reaſon which by 
repeated-inſtances I have often inculcated, that where Catho- 
lick Divines teach differently, ſome one way, ſome another, 
there can be no ſafe ground for an affertory Oath in either 
way, becauſe, chuſe which of the two ways you pleaſe,..it 
will {ti]l be a Queſtion amongſt the Learned, whether Truth 
lies in that way or no 3 and it is this Queſtionableneſs of the 
Point ( till the Church interpoſe for the deciſion of the Caſe) 
will riſe up in judgment againſt the Swearer, and make out : 
the charge of Perjury againſt- him. And'truly, were there 
' no more in taking: the'Oath of Allegeance, then in Subſcri- 


bing-the Sorbox Cenfures, I would (gladly ask this Queſtion . 


_ of the Authour or Publiſher of the Queſtions, That where- 


as the ſaid Oath hath been long fince tranſlated, and hath . 
now travelled abroad in theLatine tongue for ſome more then - 
- one or two ſcores of years, howiit comes to-paſs that ſo many - 


famous French Univerſities, which:fo unanimouſly and (o- 
. lemnly and deeply condemn this - Poſition of the Pope's De- 
poling power, ( and allthis, as the Anthour of the Queſii- 


ons obſerves , without conſtraint , voluntarily- delivering 
' their free Judgment, unmenaced by their King, unconcerned + 


in Self-preſervation,) ſhould not (at leaft out of a common 


concern for Religion, whoſe credit is at ſtake, or out of a 


ſenſe of Compaſhon to us- their ſuffering Brethten in Erg- 
land, where our Laws fo threatningly - command,” and our 


All is ſo near concern'd ) yoluntarily deliver theirs free Judg- 
H 3 ment,.. 
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ment, and unanimouſly ſubſcribe our Oath, and by their 
Subſcribing encourageus to the taking of itz if it were real- 
ly true, that the taking of the ſaid Oath amounted to no, more 
then the denying or condemning of this Poſition of the Pope's 
Depoling power, or that a ſimple denying and denying by 
Oath, or condemning and abjuring, were all one. 
Then for his next Argument, ( & That however the Depo- 
« ſing power may by ſome be held ſpeculatively probable ; 
* yet, as to any execution, it is praCtically no Power at all 
* againſt one in poſſeſſion, and conſequently may be ab- 
*;ured as ſuch; ) This, I ſay, ſeems too plainly to beg the 
queſtion, and to take that for an uncontrovertible truth, 
which hath been already ſhewn (and is neceffarily implied 
in the very ſtate of the Queſtion) to be the chief, or rather 
the onely point, in controverlie, between the Deniers and 
Aſfertors of the Depoſing power. For, that this Depoling 
'dd&rine hath been held by Popes and other Learned Divines, 
not onely as ſpeculatively probable,but alſo as ſafely pradti- 
cable, even againſt one in poſleſhon , appears manifeſtly, 
not onely by their open pretence and claim, but alfo by their 
frequent and publick Sentence of Depoſition againſi ſeveral! 
_ Sovereign Powers, (all of them actually in poſſeſhon,) even 
from the time of the Emperour Hes, IV. to the days of King 
So Onuphrics Few. TV. of France, the firſt and laſt of Chriſtian Princes who 
-e<gje—"Y ſtand as inſtances upon record, and fad teſtimonialls, of Pa- 
_ 5, 2... pal Depoition 3 the one having had the Sentence of Depri- 
at.Rom.Pont, vation paſſed againſt him by Pope Gregory VII. the other by 
| Sixtus V. England in particular hath cauſe to remember and 
deplore the lamentable. effes of the like Sentence pronoun- 
ced by Paulus Tertius againſt King Hen, VIII. and of Pius 
®xintus againſt Queen Elizabeth. Likewiſe I have already, 
in the Fourth Chapter, quoted the teſtimony and free ac- 
knowledgment of the Authour of the Queſtions, that this 
a of depoling Kings hath not onely been done by Popes, 
but approved by Councills. All which I do not produce 
( any nore then he himſelf doth ) with the leaft intenti- 
en or delign to intereſt my {elf in the decifion of that Queſti- 


on, 
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on, or to prove that the DoQrine is in it ſelf praQically pro- 
bablez but onely that it was held fo by Pepes. Councils, and 
Learned Divines; and therefore, as being a controverted 
Point of doctrine, can beno due and- immediate object of an 


afſertory Oath, nor ſafely'abjurable (even by thoſe who 0-' 


therwaics hold it ſafely deniable) as praQtically no Power 
at all. 
There followeth another Argument, which the Authour 


of the Queſtions, in purſuance of his uſual way of arguing, 
and conformably to the title of his Work, propoſeth by way, 


of Quere. © Let them tell me, ( faith he , , Pap. 25.) are 


« they not ready to ſwear they will faithfully ſerve their King 
« whiles they live, and that notwithſtanding any Papall Diſ- 
< penſation, or whatever other proceeding to the contrary ? 


* What ſignifies this but an expreſs renouncing all Obedience 


& to the Pope in theſe Points ? True, fay they, we renounce 


« Obedience, but' not the acknowledgment « of his Power : 


« we will adhereto the King, though the Pope ſhould depoſe _ 


« him; but will not fay he cannot depoſe him. What 


& wiſe and reall difference (as to Government and the prac- - 


« tical] part of humane life) can we imagine between theſe 


<'two, I'll ſwear never #6 obey -my- Commander , ang, PI. 


< ſwear he bas no Power to command me ?'\ 


The ſumme of the .firſt part of this: Diſcourſe ( which i is - 


quite beſides the Queſtion) ina ſhort word is this, either de- 


ny the Pope's Authority, or obey it: ſo that if thoſe good * 
Subjeas; who-are ready to fwear they will adhere to the 
King, though the Pope thould-- -depoſe him, will' but ſay- 
( though not ſwear) he- cannot -depoſe himi,- (which is no 
more then with the Freneb Divines to deny the Depoſing 


power, then the Gentleman and the firſt part of his Argu- 


ment are ſatisfied. Now to his Queſtion thatfollows, (which - 


is the ſecond, and indeed the onely- pertinent part of his Ar- 


gument 3 ) « what wiſe and real difference (as to Govern- - 


* ment and the pradticall part of hamane life) there is be- 
*tween theſe two, I'll ſwear never to: obey my Commander, 


*and , PE ſwear he hath no Power to command me ; they. 
wil 
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will cafily anſwer, 'that the laſt of theſe two Oaths is an aſ- 
ſertory Oath, and ſwears to a diſputable piece of Dodrine as 
to an abſolute Truth, which is down-right Perjury, as hath 
been proved already in the 2. 3. 4. and 5. Chapters: the 
other ( I'll ſwear never to obey my Commander, to wit, the 
Pope, in this particular caſe of Depoling the King,) being a 
promiſſory Oath, and tending wholly to praQice, engages 
not for the abſolute truth of any Doctrine, but onely for the 
Swearer's Allegeance and Loyalty, and therefore requiresno 
abſolute certainty to build on, but onely a ſafe and practica]- 
ly-probable Opinion, as a ſufficiently-ſtrong principle of aQi- 
on, ſuch as the Authour of the Queſtions every-where de- 
ſignedly maintains the Deniall of the Pope's Depoling power 
to be 3 from whence they will laſtly conclude, that there is 
as much difference between theſe two Oaths as between Per- 
jury and Loyalty ; and ſure that is difference enough, even 
as to Government and the praQtical part of humane lite. 
In the laſt place comes his conjeQural proof, or rather his 
meer afhrmative preſumption, That our glorious Anceſtours, 
Who refuſed, and ſuffered for refuſing , the Oath of Alle- 
geance, would certainly have changed their judgment, had 
they but ſeen, read, peruſed, examined, and throughly con- 
fidered, all thoſe many particulars which he dilates upon:.in 
a large flouriſh of words. To all which my Fifth Chapter 
' may ſerve for a Reply, and a ſufficient evidence, that had 
theſe worthy Predeceſſours of ours ſeen the unanimous Judg- 
ment. of ſo many Univerſities, and the publick Subſcriptions 
of ſo many eminent Regulars, (they are the words; of the 
Authour of.the Queſtions 3 ) - had they examined the ſenſe of 
Antiquity towards Sovereign Princes, which acknowledge 
them Supreme in Temporals, and accountable to none but 
God 3 had they read the learned Treatiſes compoſed by Ca- 
tholick Writers, both of.our own and other Nations, where 
this. King-dethroning Power is abſolutely diſavowed 3 had 
_ they peruſed the Declarations of the Kings in France, and 
- Arreſts of Parliaments therez had they, I ſay, done all this, 
and more then this 3 yet after all, they could have found the 
Opinion 


the Oath of Allegeance, 


Opiniondenying the Depoſing power to be no more then an 

Opinion. Neither the Judgment of the French Univerſities,nor 

the learned Treatifes of both the Barkjeys, father and ſon, 

nor Withrington's Gloſs and Expoſition, together with the 
Apologetical anſwer,his Theological Diſputation, and what- 
ever elſe he wrote againſt Suarez, Leſins, Fitzherbert and 
Skulkenius, can prove it to be any more then an Opinion, 
in the opinion of the Authour and Publiſher of the Queſtions. 

And fince that enough hath already been ſaid to prove, that 
an opinionative afſent cannot ſafely ground a conſciencious 
Oath, aſſerting the truth or abjuring the falſchood of the 
thing that is (worn, I ſhall now paſs to this final concluſion 
of my Diſcourſe, That whereas it is the voice and Law of 
Nature, that Prote&ion claims Allegeance, and that perfe& 
Subjedion to Civil Powers under which we live is the firid 
injunctionno leſs then dictate of Reaſon, whereby it comes 
to paſs that nothing is or ought to be more inviolably dear to 
a loyal heart, nor more highly and juſtly valuable in it (elf, 
then to be and to bear the name of a good Subje& (life and 
fortunes are nothing to it : ) yet fince that to take the Oath 
aSit lies, were to over-buy that precious title, by making 
Perjury the price of it, and laying out our very Souls upon 
the purchace, whenas itis tobe had at a much cheaper rate, 


and as with more caſe to the Conſcience of the Subje&, ſo Sce Chap. 8. 


with no leſs Security to the Prince 3 we mult conclude upon 
the whole, that it can never be lawtfull thus to rob God of 
| the things that are God's, under pretence of rendring unto 
Ceſar the things that are Ceſar's, nor to ground our Alle- 
gcance to the King upon the forfeiture of our Loyalty to the 
King of Kings. 
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Several Confederations propoſ ed for the 
ſatisfattion of ſuch Catholicks as de- 


frre tobe informed concerning the Oath 


of Allegeance, Enatted Tertio Log Gi 


cobi, Capite quarto. 


(3 ns the Lawfulneſs of an Oath in.ge- 
To» 


neral Conſider, Firſt, that (as:all:do con+ 
feſle) three Conditions are _requihte-for:the 
Lawfulneſs of an Oath, vis. Truth., ' Zuftice, and Neceſſity. 
| Ho that an Oath wherein any: ching whatſoever cantained, 
though*never (© little, is either #1jw/t, falſe , or doubtfull, 
or if the taking of it be not #eceſſary and effecual to ſome 


good end, is unlawful, and ought tobe refuſed- Secondly, - .- ++ 
| Conlider, that any, Oath whatſoever, uhevio.eweefithe 0 


forementioned Conditions is wanting, is, accarding tothe 


conſtant ſentiment of Divines, intrinſecally-evill, and ſach 


as cannot be juſtihed in any caſe polſible, though never 10 
I 2 great 
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great good be hoped for by taking it, or never ſo great evill 
be feared by refuſing it, Thirdly, Conſider, that whoever 
takes any Oath, thoughin it ſelf never {o juſt, without a due 
previous-Confideration, ſwears raſhly, and commits a grie- 
vous Sin. To this all do agree. Whence I conclude, That 
to the end one may lawfully take this Oath, it is neceſſary 
that, after a ſerious Conflideration, s finds nothing therein 
juſt, nothing falſe, nothing doxbtfull, and that he judges 
the taking thereof to be requiſite and efteQuallfor ſome good 
Interit. \ hu wa Le SS | 
2.Concerning the Unlawfulneſs of this Oath,deduced from 
the Bricfs of Popes ifſued forth againſt it, Conſider, Firſt, 
that the Unlawfulneſs of this Oath has been declared by 
* Vide aliud * three ſeveral Briefs of Popes. The Firſt was iffued forth 
Breve Paul. by Paul the V. September 21. 1606.. the Second by the ſamie 
V. ad of Pope September'21, 1607. the Third by Pope Urbar the VIIT. 
hs. May 30. 1626. This neither Proteſtants nor Catholicks 
1608. alind deny. 7 | 
Urban, VII. Secondly, Conſider, that ſeveral things are contained or 
-s vY involved in this Oath, the deciſion whereof appertains onely 
yr” * to *the Spirituall and . Ecclefiaſticall Court 3 viz. How far 
& aliud e- the Spirituall Power extends it ſelf, What Authority Chriſt 
juſdem Pon- left to the Supreme. Spirituall Paftour as ſuch , What are- the 
T _ i effeRs of an Excommunication , What Propoſitions are He- 
Epiſcop.Chal- TEticall : and the main debate about this Oath is, Whether 
cedonenſem. it be Sinfullor not. The deciſion ofall which things, (where- 
in conkiſts the chief diffculty ofthis Oath,) according to the 
unanimous conſent of both' Catholicks and Proteſtants, be- 
longs onely to the EccleſtaſticallCourt. 
+ fraaiic. ts Withrington, the great Stickler for the Oath , made his 
Paul V. p. 2, T humble addreſs to the Pope concerning this matter, repre- | 
cr. Vide eti- ſenting unto him his Reafons for the Lawtulneſs thereof, 
am Supplic. andearneſfily befeeching him, that, ** laying aſide the Mifin- 
ove ak formation of others, heewould be pleaſed togive his Judg- 
Thom, Gree. © MEnt therein according to his own knowledge. Which 
ni ad Greg, certainly he would never have done, had he not been perſwa- 


XV, ded that thexe was ſomething contained in this Oath, the 
Judg- 
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Judgment whereof did appertain to the Pope and to the Ec- 
clefiaſticall Court. Moreover, the fame Authour , with 
other Catholicks who have written in defence of the Oath, 
do plainly profeſſe, ©© that, were the Unlawfulneſs thereof 
« declared by a General Council, they would think them- 
* {elves bound to ſubmit. And yet neither in that caſe would 
they be bound to ſubmit, were not the Cauſe Eccletiaſticall 
for ſuch Cauſes onely appertain to Councills. " 'Y 
3. Conlider, Thirdly, that the Pope is Supreme Gover- pape obligat 
nour in all Spirituall and Ecclefiafticall affairs : which no ad non dog- 
true Catholick can queltion. Matt andunn 
Fourthly, that an exteriour * Obedience at leaſt is due to Gert Tra. 
the Sentence or Judgment of all Supreme Governours, in all ge exam. 
matters appertaining unto them, and fo far as they do apper- dottrin.con. 
tain unto them z which all do grant who grant any Govern- _ h Vide 
ment ; and conſequently , that an exteriour Obedience at <pibar-ag 
feaſt is due to the Orders or Prohibition of the Pope in all pag. 106. 
Eccleſfiaſticall matters. And this all muſt confeſs, who con- F Hujuſmed? 
feſs him to be Supreme Governour in ſuch matters. 7 - TL. 
Fifthly, Conſider, that it is unlawfull to deny any Obe- On 
dience or Compliance that is due, as is manifeſt 3 and by $aluteanima- 
conſequence, that it is unlawfull to deny an exteriour Obe- ram veſtra- | 
dience to the Orders or Prohibition of the Pope in all mat- on *- pak 
ters appertaining unto him, and no farther then they apper- ra «o - 
eain unto him, or in all Spirituall and Ecclefialticall mat- contineat que 
ters. Fidet (oy Sa- 


Sixthly, That the Popes have prohibited this Oath, by on = : 
reaſon of the Clauſes it contains relating to the Ecclefialticall pay, x, 
Court, and for Spirituall and Ecclefiaſticall reſpects onely : Brev.Urban. 
viz. for F containing things contrary to Faithand Salvation 3 VIII. vocat 
or, for being noxious and finfull. For ſuch Motives, and 7m 
no other, are expreſt inthe forementioned-Briefs, And con- j;,;zum, 
{equently, that they have prohibited this Oath .upon the ac- addir, autho- | 
count of matters appertaining unto them, and no farther then a pa | 
they do appertain unto them. Laſtly, Confider, that who- Seo i 
ever takes this Oath denies an-exteriour Obedience to the formula im- 
Pope's Prohibition contained in. the Briefs, For he exteri- minui, 
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ourly takes an Oath, which the Pope in ſuch Briefs prohibits 
to be taken) as is evident. 

4. Hence Iframe this Argument, to conclude the Unlaw- 
fulneſs of the aforeſaid Oath : Whoever takes this Oath, de- 
nies an exteriour Obedience to the Pope's Prohibition in mat- 
ters appertaining unto him, and no farther then they appertain 
unto him, But it is unlawfull to &:ny an exteriour Obedience 
to the Pope's Probibitions in matters appertaining uuto him, 
and no farther then they appertain unto him, Therefore it is 
unlawful! to take this Oath, | 

5. If itbe objeced, Firſt, © That the Pope's Briefs are 
« of no force here in Englaud without the King's approbati- 
<« on, (which theſe Briefs have not,) according to the Sta- 
© tutes 25. of Edward the Third , and 16. of Richard the 
« Second, made in Catholick times and that it cannot be 
© unlawfull to deny Obedience to a Brief where it is of no 
« force neither is there any reaſon why the preſent Catho- 
< licks of Exgland ſhould not have the ſame liberty to refuſe 
<« the Pope's Brief, not approved by the King, as the anci- 
© ent Catholicks had: 

6. In Anſwer to this Obje&ion , Confider , Firſt, that 
what is alledged out of the forementioned Statutes, does not 
prove that Briefs brought into Exgland without the King's 
licence are void and of 'no force z but onely that thoſe who 
procure them and bring them hither without the King's ap- 
probation, are liable to a Premuxire, and other Penalties : 
which is very different, For though it be puniſhable to doe 
a thing, yet the thing once done may be valid. Thoſe who 
contract a clandeſtine Marriage here in England are liable to 
the Penalties enacted by the Canons in ſuch caſes ; yet the 
Marriage fo contracted is valid and obligatory, 

7. Conſider, Secondly, that ſhould we grant (as we do 
not_) that ſuch Statutes render the Briefs they ſpeak of void 
and of no force; they are to be underſtood either of Briefs 
which import an abſolute Power in the Pope to defeat and 
auoid at his Will the Laws and Statutes of this Realm, and 
conſequently touch the King*s Regalities, as the Statute ex- 
preſſes 
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preſfes it, -and deſtroy His Sovereignty in Femporals3. which 
the Briefs we produce do not 3 for they onely enjoyn a meer 
forbearance of this Oath, which certainly does not dethrone 
His Majeſty of his Sovereignty i in Temporalls; as will ap- 
pear by what hereafter ſhall beadded : or elfe of Bricts Enac- 
tive, (as in other Kingdoms the like Statutes are underſtood, ) 
whereby ſome new Law is enacted, or fome new thing or- 
dained, relating to the External Government of the yer ; 
as the Preſentments to Churches or Benefices, or the Tr 
2i0n of Biſhups or Biſhopricks, and ſuch like things which are 
mentioned in the Statutes : but not of Briets Declarariwe, 
whereby ſuch a Do&tine is declared Erroneous or Herericall, 
ſach an Action Sinfull and deftruQtive to Salvation. As, for 
inſtance, the Declarative part of the Councill of Trext, chough 
never admitted in England by publick Authority, does ob= 
lige all Ezgliſþ Catholicks 3 but not the EnaGive part thereof. 
Now the Briefs we ſpeak of are not Enadizve, as is manifeſt, 
but. Declarative : For they do not make this Oath unlawful, 
but onely declare it to be (0. 

8. Conſider, Thirdly, whether , ſhould it be admitted, 


that theſe Statutes in their primary inftitution did extend to - 
all Briefs whatfoever, it can prudently be thought, that. 


they were ever intended by the Catholicks that made them 


for the condition wherein we now are' in England vis. of 


an open Rebellion againft the Popeand the Church of Rome 


when no Brief, though never fo juſt, nor nothing elſe that _ 


comes from Rome in order to our Spirituall dire&ion, is ad- 
mitted by publick Authority. 
Suppofe that before the late Civil Wars it had been enac- 


ted by the King and Parliament, (perhaps there is ſome fuch 


A,) that no Commiſſion ſent by His Majeſty to any particu- 
lar perſon ſhould be of force, unleſs it were delivered unto 
him by the Lieutenant of the County where he. refided::; 

could we prudently think, that ſuch an A& was ever inten- 
ded by loyal Subjeas, chat voted ic, for the caſe of a pub- 
lick Rebellion, when all the Lieutenants were manifeſt Re- 
bells againſt the King, and reſolved to paſs nothing 1 = His 
2VOUr, 
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favour, and, conſequently, fo deprive thereby His Majeſty of 
all Power to ſend Orders to His loyall Subjects remaining in 
England, ina time when He had moſi need of their Athſtence 3 
or that whoever ſhould refuſe to obey His Majeſtie's exprefſe 
Commands, under ſuch a pretence, could. be eſteemed a 
faithfull Subjeda ? | 
9. Conſider, Fourthly, whether, ſhould theſe Statutes be 
taken in the latitude the Opponent pretends, all intercourſe 
between the Pope and the Engliſh Catholicks, and all direc- 
tion from him in order to their Spiritual conduct, would not 
be quite cutoff in a time when they had greateſt need there- 
of, (ſuch is the time of Perſecution 3) and all Diſpenſations, 
Indulgences and Faculties, and all Powers or Prohibitions 
whatſoever, that come from Rome, (for they all come in 
Bulls, Briefs, and ſuch like Infiruments,) would not beren- 
dered void and of no force. 
10, Conſider, Fifthly, whether this be not againſt the 
common perſwafion and practice of the Exgliſp Catholicks, 
not excepting even thoſe who defend the Lawtulneſs of this. 
Oath ; who , without any ſcruple, uſe their Faculties ſent 
to them from Rome z who procure thence, as occaſion re- 
quires-, Diſpenſations , Indulgences, and other Powers 3 
who make their application to Rome in ſeverall Emergencies, 
ready to ſubmit to the Pope's Judgment : and whether it 
would not be very ridiculous, both for them to procure ſuch 
things, and for the Pope to grant them, were it true what 
this Objection pretends, viz. That no Brief or Grant brought 
from Rome without the King's approbation (which in this 
copjnaſance of affairs cannot be hoped for) is here of any 
Orce, 

I1., Conlider, Sixthly, whether it be reaſonable that there 
ſhould be the ſame liberty to treat with, (as the Opponent 
pretends) or the ſame obligation to depend of Princes who 
arc out of the Church, as of thoſe who are in the Church, in 
order to Eccleſiafticall affairs: ſuch is the admiſſion or refu- 
ſall ofthe Pope's Bulls or Briefs: and conſequently, whether 
the preſent Catholicks of England ought to have hy ſame 

epen= 


the Oath of Allegeance. 


dependence of their Prince (who is no Catholick) in order | 
to Ecclefialtical matters, as the ancient Engliſh Catholicks 
had of their Princes, who were Catholicks, Certainly no 

body will ſay, that we haveithe ſame obligation to'depend | 
of Governours who are Rebells in order to Civill concerns, | 
as of thoſe that are faithfull z or that there ought to be the | 

ſame liberty to treat with perſons infeded, as with perſons | 


who are not infeted. It was no abſurdity for the ancient 
Catholicks of Exgland,to make their Application to their Ca- | 
tholick Princes, for leave to get ſuch a Grant from the Pope 3 | 
whereas now it would ſeem very abſurd, ſhould they make | 
any ſuch Application to His Majeſty. For though we do ac- | 
knowledge our ſelves to be as much bound to obey His Ma- {0 
jeſly in all Civilland Temporall concerns as the ancient Ca- 
tholicks were bound to obey their reſpe&ive Catholick Prin- 
ces; yet hence it does not follow, that we are ſo much bound 
to depend of His Majeſty that now is (fo long as he is of a 
different Religion from us) in order to Ecclefiaſticall Difci- 
pline, as the ancient Ezgliſh Catholicks did depend of their 
Princes. 

12, Conſider, Laſily, that in the above-mentioned Sta- 
tute of Richard the Second expreſs mention is made of the 
Sentence of Excommunication ; yet all Catholicks, even thoſe 
who deny the Pope to have any Power to Depoſe Kings, do 
unanimouſly grant him a Power to Excommunicate Kings, | 
it they become Hereticks, and remain obſtinate: nay, King 
7Zames refuſed to oblige His Catholick SubjeQs to renounce 
{uch a Power in the Pope. Now, according to this ObjeQi- | 
on, no Sentence of Excommunication fulminated againſt any | 
Engliſh King (the ſame is of any of his Subjects) is of any | 
torce here, unleſs approved and ſubmitted unto by himſelf: | 
and if he ſubmits'unto it, he is not obſtinate, and by conle- - 
quence does aot deſerve to be Excommunicated. So thatif | 
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what this ObjeQion pretends be true, the Pope has no power A 
to Excommunicate any Hereticall King of England, unlels in 
a caſe wherein he deſerves it not ; which i Gs, to have no power 
at all to Excommunicate him, 
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13. If it be objeRed,Secondly,** That the Pope witha Ge- 
* nerall Councillis above the Pope without it; that with it 
<* he is Infallible, without it Fallible 3 and that thercfore we 
<& axe not -bound, with our own prejudice, to ſtand to his 
<© Decrees which are iſſued out without a General! Councill, 
* as theſe Briefs are, nor to forbear taking this Oath, till the 
*« Unlawtfulneſs thereof be declared by a General] Council], 
* the Supreme Judge of Controverſies, which hitherto has 
\ © not been done; That the Pope may be, and was miſtaken 
«and milinformed concerning this Oath , thinking that 
© therein are contained ſeverall things repugnant to Faith 
« and Salvation , though he ſpecifies none of them 3 and that 
« thereby is abjur'd implicitly a Power in the Pope to Ex- 
* communicate Princes, and his Supremacy in Spiritualls 
«all which is falſe; and we are not bound to ſubmit to 
© Bricts grounded upon miſtakes and milintormations : That 
* the Pope is a Party in this Debate, and by conſequence 
* ought not to be Judge in his own Cauſe: That he muſt 
* give Sentence according to the Canons or Rules preſcribed 
* him by the Church 3 which he does not obſerve in the Pro- 
© hibition of this Oath: Finally, That we ought not to take 
©* notice of the Prohibitions or Commands ofthe Pope, when 
* the Compliance with them may. be a caule of great Diftur- 
* bance inthe Church, or is-prejudiciall to the Right of 0- 
« thers, eſpecially-of Sovereign Princes, and to the Duty due 
* unto them, to which God and the Law of Nations obliges 
*us 3. all which Inconveniences interyenc.in the Prohibition 
* of this Oath : | 


_ Excommuni- 71.4, Concerning the Superiority-of a General Councill over 


_ we Pope, contained in the Obje&ion z Confider, Firlt, that 
fubrerfugiunt though the King and Parliament be above the King out of 
judicium Pas Parliament 3 yet we are bound to ſubmit, even againſt our 
p«,appellando gn Intereli, tothe Orders of the King and His Councill in 
cr; ogg Civill matters; till the contrary be decreed by Parliament 3 
* Whichat leaſtis enjoyned us by ſuch Parliaments as command 

| usto bear due Allegeance to His Majeity as our Sovereign in 

all Civill matters ; and that, in like manner, we are bound to 


ſubmit 


the Oath of Allegeance. 


ſubmit to the Pope's Ordinances in Eccleſiaſticall matters, 
even againſt our Intereſts, notwithſtanding the Superiority of 
a General Councill over the Pope, till the contrary be defi- 
ned by ſuch a Councill; which at. leaft is aſſerted in ſuch 
Councills, and by ſuch Fathers, as recommend unto us duc 
Obedience to the Pope, as our Supreme Paſtour in Spiritualls. 
For the Pope is as Supreme in Spiritualls out of a Councill, as: 
the King is in Temporalls out of a Parliament; and conſe- 
quently requires the like ſubmiſſion to his Ordinances. 

15. Conſider, Secondly,that the Reaſons one may ſeem to 
have either againſt the Pope's Decrees out of a Councill, or 
the King's Ordinances out of a Parliament, cannot juſtify 
the refuling an exteriour Compliance with them 3 but onely 
may give one ground to make his Addreſſes to the Councill 
or Parliament when aſſembled, to have ſuch Decrees or Or- 
dinances repealed : and that what we require in our preſent 
caſe, is onely, that we ſhould forbear the taking this Oath 
till the Lawfulneſs thereof be declared by a General. Council, 
to which we may apply our ſelves, when convened, to have 
this matter declared. 

16, Concerning the Fallibility of the Pope, and the Infalli- 
bility of a General Council , Conſider, Firſt, that ifit be-war- 
rantable to refuſe an exteriour Obedience to the Pope's De- 
crees in Ecclefiaſtical matters , becauſe Fallible; upon the 
Came account it will be lawfull to refuſe an exteriour Obedi- 
ence to the Orders of Kings and Princes in Civill affairs 
for doubtleſs they are all Fallible, and may be miſtaken and 
milinformed: and fo farewell all Government. Secondly, 
Conſider, that even thoſe Catholicks whoafhrm the Pope to 
b: Fallible out of a General Council, do notwithfianding 
confeſs that an exteriour Obedience is due to his Commands 

in Eccleſiaſtical matters : as the like Obedience is due tothe 
Ordinances of Sovereign Princes in Civil affairs, though Fal- 
lible. And in this prefent Caſe no more is required, then a 
meer exteriour Compliance with the Pope's Prohibition. 
Thirdly, Confider, that even Proteſiantsallo, who contefle 
their whole Church, and not onely the particular Paſiours 
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thereof ſeparately, to be Fallible, do yet affirm, that an exte- 
riour Obedience is due to their Ordinances, And it ſeems 


ſomewhat odde, that Catholicks ſhould deny the Pope that 
Obedience under pretence of Fallibility, which Proteſtants 


: aſſert to be due to the Paſtours of their Church though Fat- 
ible. FRE: 


17. Laſtly, Confider,that the difference between a General 
Counci] and the Pope, ſuppoling the Infallibility of the one, 
and the Fallibility of the other, is, that the Decrees and De- 
clarations of the Pope do oblige one)y to an Exteriour Obedi- 
ence, but thoſe of a. General Council to an InteriourAﬀent allo. 


© * 18, Concerning the capacity of the Pope of being miſinformed, 


and the pretended Miſtakes in this preſent matter 3 Conſider , 
Firſt, that between the publiſhing of the firſt and. the latt 
Brief againſt the Oath, there paſt Twenty. years: That in 
this tinie the prefent Queſtion concerning the Lawtulneſs 
thereof' was canvafed on both fides by Learned men, both 
Evgliſh and Forreiners: That Withrington, the chief Defen- 
der of the Oath; and who brings all that is material for it; 
repreſented in this interim to Paul the Fifth his Reaſons tor 
the Lawfulneſs of it, and his Anſwers to what had been ob- 
jeced againft him : That the Popes, in. the forementioned 
Briefs, uſe-as ſignificant terms to remove. all juſt ſuſpicion of 
Mifinformation, Miſtakes and Inconfiderateneſs, | as, Mot 
proprio, Ex certa noftra ſcientia, —Poſt lougam gravemque deli- 
berationem de omnibus que in ills continentur adhibitam- 

Hee mera, pura, integraque voluntas noſtra eft, &c. | as are 
uſed-in any Briefs or Inſtruments whatſoever, in order to 
that-intent. And-'if this be ſo, as certainly it is,. then Con- 
fider, Secondly, that if allthefe diligences and preventions be 
not thought ſufficient toremove all juſt ſuſpicion of Miſin- 
formation, Miſtakes , and Inconſiderateneſs, what Brief, or 
what Decree, Ecclefiaſtical or Civil, is there that the party 
therein condemned may not { under pretence of the like 
Flaws) rejeQ and diſobey ? Such liberty. as this,. to reje& 


- the Ordinances of our Sovereigns, both Spiritual} and Tem- 


porall, muſt needs induce a perte& Anarchy. 
19, Con- 


the Nath of Allepeance, 


19, Conſider, Thirdly,that it belongs to the Pope to deter- 
mine, whether this Oath does contain any thing contrary to 
Faith and Salvation,or deſtructive to his Sovereignty in Spiri- 
tualls, or no. For the determination of ſuch Quettions be- 
longs to the Spiritual Court, as has been above tnlinuated 3 as 
it belongs to the King, and the Civil Court, to determine 
whether ſucha thing be contrary to. the Civil Laws, and 
publick welfare of the Kingdome, or deftructive to His Sove- 
reignty in Temporalls, or not. And fince the Popes, after fo 
much diligence uſed to be informed of the Truth, have ſeve- 
rall times declared,, that this Oath contains many things de- 
ſtrucive to Faith and Salvation, and upon that account have 
prohibited the taking thereof; we are bound to afford at leaſt 
an exteriour Compliance to this Prohibition. 


20. Conlider, Fourthly , that as to prohibit a.Book; *tis Vide Synod. 
not.necefſaty to point out the particularPropotitions for which - 
it is prohibited, as appears by ſeveral publick-Proehibitions of q 
Books and Pamphlets, .ifſued forth cither by Civil or Eccleſi- genem aliofe 
que,cum ſus. 
ſcriptts,nullo” 


EG | i » particular? 
prohibited, when they are ſcandalous and offenſive : ſo nei- ;rore nomi- 


altical Authority 3 neither would -it be prudence, to deſign 
alwaies the particular; Propoſitions for whith a Pamphlet is 
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ther was it neceſſary, for tne Prohibition of this Oath, that nato. 


the Pope ſhould aſlign the. particular Propoſitions which he 
looked upon as repugnant to Faith and Salvation... - | 


The Prohibition of Sw2rez his Book, made by the Parlia- 


ment.of.Paris, as containing things deſtruQtive ro the Honour Append. ad 
prop. Theo- 
op. de Jura; 
ment, fide- 
litatis,i01t10. 


due tothe Kings, does not expreſs, at leaſt as it is: related: by 
Withrington, what thoſe particular Things or Propoſitions 
are , contained in that Book , which are deltruQive to the 
Veneration due to Kings : and. yet no body upon that ac- 
count does quibble at ſuch a Prohibition. Why therefore 
might.not the Pope prohibit-this Oath, as containing: things 
deſtructive to Faith and Salvation, . without ſetting down in 
particular. which thoſe Things are ? 

21+ Conlider, Laſtly, whether, whoever takes this Oath; 


does not implicitly deny, either that the Pope has any Power 
to Excomimunicate an Heretical King, which Power is inhe- 
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The Third Treatiſe againſt 


\ rent in'the Pope as Supreme Head of the Church 3 or at lealt, 
that though he ſhould Excommunicate ſuch a King, the Ex- 
communication would have in the perſon Excommunicated 
theſe Effecs, viz. to deprive him of all civill Communication 
with others, &c. which are aſſigned in Scripture, in thoſe 
places whence the Power in the Pope to Excommunicate is 
deduced. 2. Joan. 1. Neque Ave ei dixerit#. 1 Cor. 5. cum 
hujuſmodi nec cibum ſumere, For ſure a King who is depri- 
ved of all Civill Communication with others, is deprived of 
all Civill Government , in order to the exerciſe thereof ; 
which is a certain kind of Depoſing. And if ſome perſons, 
though Excommunicated, are excepted from theſe effecs, 
either by the Indulgency of the Pope, or otherwiſe, whether 
it does not belong to the Pope to determine which thoſe per- 
ſons are 3 and whether he has excepted Princes. 

22, Concerning the Pope being a Party in this debate, and 

Vide Gloſſ. #108 proceeding according to the Canons ; Conſider, - Firft, that 

5 Om ve- Supreme Governours, whether Spirituall or Temporall, in 

re 1)" Debates wherein their Prerogatives are concerned, either arc 

not ſtyled properly Parties; or if they be Parttes, they are 

alſo Fudger. Otherwiſe we ſhould not be bound to ſtand to 

the Decition of a Generall Councill, in matters relating to the 

Authority of the Church or Generall Councills 3 nor to the 

Determination of the King and Parliament, in matters rela- 

ting to the Authority and Prerogatives of His Majeſty or His 

Parliament, Conſider, Secondly, that if the Pope is not to 

be hearkened unto, when he prohibits the taking of this 

* Suar. ait, Oath, becauſe he is the Party concemed in the not-taking 

lib.De leg. c. thereof 3 neither the King, upon the ſame account, is to be 

CEE "_ hearkened unto, when He commands us to take the Oath, 
has ";, becauſe Heisthe Party concerned in the taking thereof. 

forma verbo- 23+ Conſider, Thirdly, that as * there are Canons and 

rum inlegi- Rules preſcribed for the proceedings of Popes 3 fo there are, 

bus us gat in the like manner, Rules preſcribed for the proceedings of 

ka Kings, of Councills, and of Parliaments. But as the King, 

vel Eccleſig- or Councill, or Parliament, muſt be their own Judges, whe- 

ſflic, ther they hayeproceeded, in ſuch a Deciſion or Determinatt- 


on, 
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on, according to the reſpeQive Rules preſcribed unto them, 
and not any particular perſon or Subje& :; ſo mult the Pope 
be his own Judge, and not any particular Docour, whether 
he hath obſerved, in the Prohibition of this Oath, the Rules 
and Canons preſcribed unto him in ſuch cafes, And fince 
the Popes have ſufficiently declared, that in the Prohibition 
of this Oath they have proceeded according to the Canons 
for (uch caſes, it is not reaſonable, that under pretence that 
they have not obſerved ſuch Canons, we ſhould deny an ex- 
teriour Obedience to their Prohibitions. 

24. Concerning the Diſturbance of the Church, which the 
Opponent pretends may follow from the ſubmitſhon to the 
Briets, and the prejudice created thence, or pretended to be 
created, to the Duty and Loyalty due to Sovereign Princes; 
Confider, Firſt, that if the Defenders of the Oath would 
be quiet, we might enjoy the ſame peace and tranquillity, in 
relation to this point, which we have enjoyed for many years. 
For the Oppugners of the Oath have not printed any thing 


for a long time, contenting themſelves with the Sentences - 


which the above-mentioned Popes have been pleaſed to iſſue 
forth in their favour : And conſequently, the Diſturbance, 


if any follow, is rather to be attributed to the Defenders of : 


the Oath, then to the Oppugners. 

25. Conſider, Secondly, that if the Pope ( whoſe Office 
it is to declare the LawfuJneſs or Unlawtulneſs of an Adion, 
eſpecially if he be required thereunto, and the incontiltency 
thereof with Faith and: Salvation) ſhould forbear to declare 


ſuch an AQtion unlawfull, for fear of ſome Diſturbance, or . 


Perſecution, by-the contrivance of ſome obſitinate and dif- 


contented perſons; upon the ſame account the Councill of. 


Nice ſhould have forborn to have declared againſt the Arri- 


ans, the Conſubſtantiality of the Son with his Father 3 and 
other Generall Councills, in the like manner, ſhould. have . 
waved the Definitions of ſeverall other .Doctrinesz. becauſe 


ſome malicious men, taking occaſion thence, have raiſed c-. 


verall Diſturbances and Perſecutions. Nay, our Saviour, . 


and the, Apoſtles, ſhould, upon the ſame ſcore, have er 
the 
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the preaching Chriſtian Religion, ſince they foreſaw, that 
many Calamitics, Diſturbances and Perſecutions would ariſe, 
by the malice and obltinacy of men, upon the account of 
Chriſtian Religion. And therefore Simeon forcetold, that 
the coming of Chrijt would be the occaſion of the ruine of ma- 
ny. Ecce hic poſitus eft- in ruinam, & reſurrefionem multorum 
in Iſrael, & infignum cui contradicetur, Luc. 2. 34. 

26, Conſider, Thirdly, that though it be not the intention, 
neither of Popes, nor of Generall Councills, that their Ex- . 
afive Decrees, in ſome extraordinary and extravagant ca- 
ſes, ſhould oblige, when the compliance with them 1s very 
prejudiciall ; or at leaſt they are ſuppoſed to have diſpenſed 
for ſuch caſeszas appears in the precept of Faſting,or ſuch like: 
yet this cannot reach to their Declarative Decrees, ſuch as the 
preſent Decree againli the Oath is. For it cannot be their 
intention, neither can they diſpenſe in any caſe whatſoever, 
that we may lawfully doe what they have declared, and do 
declare, to be of it ſelf unlawtfull. 

27. Conlider, Fourthly, whether what the Popes enjoyn 
in the above-mentioned Briefs , can be prejudiciall to the 
Duty and Loyalty due to Sovereign Princes. For though 
Popes be as jealous of their Prerogatives, as Kings are of 
theirs 3 yet they do not enjoyn us in theſe Briefs toſwear, that 
the Pope has any Power or Authority to Depoſe Kings, or to 
ſwear any thing elſe contrary to any Clauſe contained in this 
Oath: but onely not to take the Oath, or not to ſwear pofi- 
tively, that the Pope has no ſuch Power z leaving things in 
the ſame condition wherein they were (in order to any ſuch 
Obligation) before this Oath was framed. For although as 
long as there is a debate whether ſuch a thing belongs to me, 
or another, I cannot lawfully take the poſſeilion of it 3 yet I 
may lawfully hinder my Adverſary from taking it. Neither 
do they prohibit us to take other Oaths of Allegeance, wheacin 
all Civill Allegeance is contained in as, or more expreſhve 
rexrms , then in the preſent Oath 3 as ſhall be made appear 
hereafter : nay, nor to take thoſe Clauſes of the Oath, which 
do maniteſtly contain no more then meer Civill Allegeance. 


Neither 


the Oath of Allegeance. - 


ther do they in rigour oblige us to give an interiour affent to 
the Realons why they prohibit this Oath. For even the De- 
crees of Generall Councills, according to the common ſenti- 
ment of Divines, do not oblige usalways to believe the Rea- 
ſons for the framing {uch Decrees, inſerted in them, to be 
| good and ſolid. As in the Second Councill of Nice it was 
declared , That Angels may be painted, becauſe they have 
Bodies. The Declaration is good, but the Reaſon is falſe. 
So that though one refuſes the Oath in compliance to the 
Pope's commands, it does not follow, that he does not think 
the Oath in it felf, and ſpeculatively ſpeaking, to be law- 
full : and conſequent]y, if he thinks that the Adts therein 


contained do concern meer Civill Allegeance, heis bound, 


as long as he remains in ſuch a perſualion, to comply with 


thoſe Acts, whetherhe has taken this Oath or not. For a . 
Subject is bound to Civill Allegeance by the Law of God : 
and Nature, antecedently to all Oaths. Finally , the-Popes - 


donot forbid us in theſe Briefs an Ac of Loyalty, or Civill 
Allegeance: For the taking of this Oath, which is onely for- 


bidden us in.theſe Bricfs, is not (properly ſpeaking) any Act - 
of Civil Allegeance, but onely -a Security: thereof, (and how . 


little truſt is tobe put in ſuch a Security, does appear by the 


fad experience of the late Wars 3 ) as a Bond for the payment - 


of ſuch a ſum of money is no part of the payment, but onely 
a Security for it, if the Debtor denies it. Nay, a Subject 


may-. be. obliged to. his -Civill Allegeance , and equally . 
puniſhed for his not-complying therewith, or for being a - 


Traitour,. whether he has taken the Oath or not. Whence 


Iconclude, that, fince the Briefs do not forbid us any Ac : 
of Civill Allegeance, it is manifeſt, that the Compliance . 


with ſuch Bricfs cannot be inconfliftent with the Duty and 


Loyalty due to Sovereign Princes 3 which reaches no. farther - 


then to all As of Civill Allegeance.. 
' 28. Conſider, Laſtly, whether thoſe who rejeQ the fore- 


mentioned Briefs of the Popes, - publiſhed after fo long and 


ſoſcrious deliberation, under ſuch frivolous pretences as we 
haye already ſeen, and ſhall fee hereafter, do.not open a way 
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MalvLjudices for Subjeas to reſiſt, and diſobey the expreſs Commands or 


ſe eſſe perpeſ- Prohibitions ( if they be condemned therein) of their re- 


ſos. vox e . x . . 
Umnium ma. {peAlve Sovercigns, though iſſued forth after never ſo (erious 


lorum litiga- a debate, pretending that they were grounded upon Inconſi- 
tum, etiam deratenc(s, Miſinformation, and Miftakes, in thinking, that 
cam manife- (ch a thing was contrary to the Laws of the Realm, and 
rp yl the Prerogatives of His Majeſty 3 or that the King did not 
comvidti.Aug. proceed therein according to. the Rules preſcribed in ſuch 
Epiſt, 162. caſes 3 or that His Majeſty was a Patty in the debate, and 
that conſequently He ought not to be Judge 3 or, finally, that 
ſuch Prohibitions and Commands are prejudiciall tothe Li- 
berty of the people and common Welfare of the Nation,and 
that they may be occaſion of great Diſturbances in the King- 
_ dome. And whether, if ſuch Exceptions as theſe be warran- 
table, and not to be decided by the Soyereigns themſelves, 
they do not render the Authority of Kings (though our 
Adverſaries, who make uſe of them, will needs ſeem to be 
ſtout Champions for Regall Power) very weak and infigni- 
ficant, as in effe& they do render the «Authority of the 
Pope. 
4 9. If it be obje&ed, Thirdly, © That to refuſe this Oath, 
* when we are required to take it by the King, is ſinfull, in- 
« ductive to Schiſm, and ſcandalous to our Religion, as if 
<* the Principles thereof were inconfiſtent with Civill Allege- 
&* ance due to Princeszand in ſuch matters no man is bound to 
* obey the Pope's Decrees, but rather to the contrary : That 
* ſhould the Pope declare it Sinfull to bear His Majeſty Civill 
* Allegeance, ( which is due-unto him by the Law of God 
© and Nature, )certainly we ſhould not think our ſelves bound 
* to ſubmit to ſuch a Declaration : That this Oath contains 
* onely a meer Civill Allegeance, as our Kings have declared, 
* and to them it belongs to declare what is meer Civill Al- 
* legeance, and not to the Pope, whoſe Juriſdiction extends 
*.onely to Spiritualls : That, we are bound to obey our So- 
* yereign's. Commands in all probable matters, and which 
*arenot manifeſily finfull, as the taking of this Oath is not: 
* That fince it.is doubtfull at leaſt whether the Things con- 
* tained 
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* tained in this Oath (wherein the difficulty thereof conſiſts) 
« appertain to the Spirituall or Civill Court, why ſhould 
**the Pope decide it rather then the King ?. And lince the 
* King coinmands us to take the Oath, and the Pope pro- 
« hibits us to take it, the thing being of it ſelf doubtfall, 
* and not manifeſtly ſinfull on either ſide, why ſhould we 
* {ubmit rather to the Pope's Ordinance then to the King's ? 
** That the King may confine the Pope's Power, and declare, 
5: that he has not a direQ and abſolute Power over this King. 
** dome in Temporalls, or to vacate the Civill Laws thereof 
«at his pleaſurez and conſequently, that it is not proper for 
* the Pope to declare how far his Spirituall Authority does 
6 * Extend | it (elf in all Cauſes: Finally, that the like Argu- 
* ment may be made to ſhew the Refuſall of this Oath to be 
a awfall as we made above to proye unlawtull the Taking 
« thereof,in this manner 3 Whoeverof His Majeſtie's SubjeRs 
« refuſes this Oath, being required thereunto, denies an ex- 
* teriour Obedience to the, King's Ordinance in .matters ap- 
« pertaining untohim, and no tarther then they appertain un- 
* to him ; But it is unlawful to deny ſuch an Obedience to 
< the King's Ordinance, and in ſuch, matters, : Therefore it 
& 5s unlawfull for any. of His Majeſtic 'sSubjets, when. xcqyir 
* red thereunto, to refufe this:Oath'; -.;1_ 
-"YOs Concerning the Sinfulneſs of the Refuſal of this Oath, 
objected zgainſt us3 Conſider, Firſt, whether this ObjeQion 
be not againſt all or moſt of thoſe Catholicks who, defend 
the Lawtulneſs. of this, Oath z whaſe air only. IS,.f0 ſhew, 
not that it is-a; Sini to retuſerthis. Qath, but that. it .is no-Sin, to 
takeit. . Secondly; Conſider , whether: the; refuſall of this 
Oath-canbe.ſintall; unleſs the taking thereof be.. abſolutely 
obligatory: and if not, then conlider, whether there. be any 
abſolute obligation to take this Oath, fince the taking there- 
of is nopart of Civill, Allegeance,, as has been already ſhewn. 
Neither does His:Majeſiy abſolutely require of us the taking 
of this Oath, but onely:conditionally, if we will enjoy ſuch 
and ſuch Employments or. Priviledges 3 which, we are not 


bound to accert of.. And though thoſe who refuſe the Oath 
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' in many circumſtances are liable to ſomePenalties enacted 
againſi Roman Catholicks z yet they are puniſhed even in 
that caſe, not ſo much for refuling the Oath, but becauſe, 


by refuſing it, they are ſuſpected to be Popithly inclined. 


Whence therefore can there be proved any abſolute obligati- 


en to take this Oath, eſpecially fince the Pope hath expreſly 
prohibited the taking thereof ? 

31. Confider, Thirdly, whether, according to the com- 
mon perſuaſion of Divines, we are not bound to obey the 
Commands of our lawfull Superiour in probable matters ap- 
pertaining unto him, and which are not manifeſtly Sinful]: 
And whether it can prudently be preſumed, that the meer 
forbearance of this Oath, (the thing that is onely required of 
us,) which has been enjoyned three feverall times,in terms ſo 
ſignificant, by Two different Popes, who are the onely com- 
petent Judges of what is Sinfull, and what not 3 which has 
been, and is ſtill maintained by ſo many grave, learned and 
confciencious men, againſt their own Intereſt 3; which hath 
been authorized with the Imprifonment, or Death, of ſeveral 
perfons, | Fifty eight were put in Priſon at Tork,, in the time 
of Arch-biſhop Matthews, for refuling this Oath, and Fort 
of them died in Prifon, ] who rather choſe to undergoe thoſe 
Puniſhments then take this Oath 3 is notwithſtanding mani- 


feſtly Sinfull. 


32, Concerning the Schiſm objected againſt us 3 Confider, 
Firſt, that it is impoſſible, that thoſe who refuſe the Oath 
ſhould upon that 'account, and for complying therein with 
the Ordinances ofthe Supreme Head in Ecclefiaſticall mar- 
ters, become Schiſmaticks3 as itis impoſſible that a Subje&, 
for complying with the Commands of his King, ſhould be- 
come a Traitour or Rebell. | For as Rebellion implies a Dif- 

obedience to our Sovereign in Temporall affairs 3 ſo Schifm 
neceffarily imports a Separation from- or a Diſobedience'to 
the Pope, Supreme Head in Ecclefiafticall matters. Hence 
it follows, that ſhonld alt the Engliſh Catholicks joyn in ta- 
king the' Oath, they would not therefore be lefs Schif- 
maticks, but rather more in number 3 as the more 


the 
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- the Rebells are, they ate not - therefore leſs Rebells. 


33- Conſider, Secondly, that fince Union amongR Catho- 


licks here in England, in order to this Point, may be obtai- 
ned in either of Two manners, viz. if All take the Oath, or 
if All refuſe it 3 it is far more eaſy to obtain it, and far more 
warrantable to procure it, the latter way, then the former : 
Becauſe thoſe who refuſe it are far more numerous then thoſe 
who take itz and It is far more eafie, and more warrantabe, 
that the minor part ſhould conform to the major, then on 
the contrary z eſpecially whenas by refuſing it we unite with 
our Head, and Supreme Paſtour,and by taking it we feparate 
from him. And there can be no true Ecclefiaſticall Union, 
without a ConjunQion with the Eccleſiaſtical] Head, And 
fure it is more rationall, that the Members ſhould ſubmit to 
the Head, then the Head tothe Members. 

34. Conſider, Thirdly, that hitherto the far greater part 
of Engliſh Catholicks have thought it better to conſerve an 
Union among themſelves, in relation to this Point, by refu- 
fing the Oath, then by taking it. And certainly, if ever there 
was any reaſon for Catholicks to take this Oath, there was 
more reaſon for it heretofore, when it was firſt enacted, then 
now. For a little before had been contrived that horrible 
Plot of Gunpowder-Treaſon, whereunto concurred ſome 
Catholicks 3 but it was fathered, though unjulily, upon the 
whole Body of Catholicks then living. But now there is no 
Catholick alive that could be Actour or Contriver in that 
Plot, or that is ſuſpe&ed to have contrived any Plot what- 
ſoever againſt His Majeſty, much leſs fuch a deteſtable Plot 
as that was: and conſequently, the preſent Catholicks of 
England have far leſs obligation (or rather no obligation at 
all) to wipe off any ſuſpicion of Diſloyalty by taking the 
Oath, then the ancient Catholicks had. Thoſe Catholicks 
who'then lived, had not given fo univerſall and fo fignaH 
proofs of their Loyalty tothe then preſent King, as Catho- 
licks now alive have done to His Majeſty and His Royall Fa- 
ther : and by conſequence, there is leſs reafon why they 
thould be forced to give in Security, or tcltimony of their 
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Loyalty by Oath. Then there had not been iſſued forth fo 
many ſeveral Briefs, and after fo long a deliberation, con- 
demning this Oath, as fince have been publiſhed , nor the 
Queſtion ſo much diſcuſſed (the major part ſiicking alwales 
_ tothe Negative) as ſince it has been : which had thoſe Ca- 
tholicks ſeen who firſt took the Oath, very probably ſpea- 
king, many of them would haverefuſed it. Some of thote 
Thirteen Prieſts who in the time of Q., El:242beth ſubſcribed 
an Oath of the like tenour, having ſeen afterwards the Pope's 
Briefs, refuſed this Oath 3 antl two of them, viz. Robert Dru- 
ry and Roger Cadwallader, were put to death upon that ac- 
count. | 
35. Neither are there now greater Advantages fcr Catho- 
licks who take the Oath then there were in thole times 3 nay, 
the conveniency now in taking it is ſo inconfiderable, that 
no Catholick is thereby alone rendered capable {o . much as 
ro enter into White-Hall or $t; Fames*s Park, And though 
the Catholick Lords, who take the Oath, may fit in the 
Houſe, and thoſe who refuſe it may-not :; yet how long will 
this (belides that it-comprehended alfo thoſe ancient Catho- 
lick Lords, )-probably laſt 3 ſeeing that ſcarce had ſome Ca- 
tholick Lords, upon that account; taken the Oath, when it 
begun to be agitated in the Parliament, how another Teſt 
might be framed to'exclude all Catholicks ? And the Sitting 
ot the Catholick Lords-in the Houſe, as things now ſtand, is 
ineffectual to carry any: thing in favour of Catholicks 3 the 
far major part being; againſt them, nay and againlt their Sit- 
ting too in the Houfe, For had-the major part cftectually 
defired the concurrence of the Catholick Lords; it would 
never have been carried; that altthe- Lords ſhould: be put to 
the Oath, if they intended to fit-in the Houſe. For ſuch a 
Vote would in all probability force all the Catholick Lords 
Cor at leaſt ſome of them) to forbear coming to the Houſe. 
So that, were not the Houſe againſ the Sitting of the Catho- 
lick Lords, they would: never have Voted, that all thoſe 
who would fit ſhould take the Oath. And if they be againft 
their Sitting, though all the Catholick. Lords ſhould take it, 
they 
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they will find out ſome other way to exclude them. More- 
over, if things be well ſifted, perhaps many will find no lit- 
tle conveniency in having ſo handſome an occaſion as this is 
for any Catholick for not coming to the Houſe, eſpecially 
ſince they are not therefore debarred from Voting by their 
Proxies. Wherefore if, notwithſtanding the Reaſons above 
alledged, the ancient Catholicks of Exglaxd, or at leaſt the 
far greater part of them, as even our Adverſaries confeſs, pre- 
ferred to conſerve union amongſt themſelves by refufing the 
Oath 3 why ſbould not the preſent Engliſh Catholicks follow, 
in this point, their Anceſtors, and take the ſame way of con- 
ſerving union ? | 

36, Concerning the Scandal objected ; Conſider, Firſt, 
whether the Scandal Cit any lies upon Catholicks or their Re- 
ligion in order to Civil Allegeance, after ſo many fignall 
proots given of their Loyalty in the late Civil Wars, (and, 
ſure, works are better proofs of Loyalty then words,) after 
ſo many publick Declarations thereof, made by His Majeſty 
in His gracious Speeches, and by many other Proteſtants in 
their publick Votes in Parliament, whether, I ſay, this Scan- 
dal, if any remains,) be not rather acceptum, then datum, 
like to that which Chriſtian Religion lay under among the 
 Fews for tranſgreſſing their Ceremonies, and conſequently 
not to be taken notice of. | | 

37. Conlider, Secondly, whether ſhould all Catholicks 
concurre to take the Oath, Proteſtants would not, in all pro- 
bability, attribute this their concurrence rather to adeſfire of 
their ſafety, or to ſome particular Intereſt, then to the Princi- 
ples of their Religion as they have, and do yet, attribute the 
conſtant and general Loyalty of the Catholicks in the late 
Wars, not to the Tenets of their Religion, but to the Gene= 
rolity of their minds, or delire of their Security, as they have 
publiſhed in their Books and Sermons. Nay, ſome (as I 
hear) have faid the ſame already of Catholicks that have ta- 
ken the Oath. So that the taking of the Oath is incffeQual for 
the End pretended 5 fince Proteſtants would not therefore 
have a better opinion of our Religion, but worſe _ 

; _ Eatho- 
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Catholicks who take the Oath, as profeſſing a Religion to 
whoſe Principles, as by Proteſtants underſtood , they are 
aſhamed to conform. And if fo, then confider , whether 
(probably ſpeaking) Proteſtants are not more ſcandalized at 
Catholicks who take the Oath, as not ſtanding (in their opi- 
nion) to the Maximes of the Religion they proteſs, and as 
denying an exteriour Compliance with the expreſs Com- 
mands of him whom they acknowledge to be their Supreme 
Paftourz (which Compliance even Proteftants grant-to be due 
to the Paſtours of the Churchz) then at Catholicks who refuſe 
it :which Refuſal Protefiants aſcribe not to any want of Loy- 
alty in them, (whereof they have ſufficient proofs already,) 
but to ſome {cruple of Conſcience, or to the Submiſhon they 
think themſelves obliged to pay.to the Ordinances of thePope. 
And one may eaſily gather, by what is fet down in a Letter 
to a Parliament-man, lately printed, concerniing Peter Walſh, 
(who, amongſt thoſe who profeſs themſelves to be Catholicks, 
ſeems now to be the onely man, who openly and in print 
vindicates the taking this Oath: one may gather, I ſay, by 
what is couched in that Letter,) what opinion Proteſtants. 
have of ſuch Catholicks 3 who, though they. acknowledge 
the Pope to be their Supreme Paftour, yet juſtify the taking . 
this Oath, againſt ſeveral expreſs Prohibitions of the Pope. 
So that, by taking the Oath, the Scandal, if any, is not re- 
moved from our Religion, but rather a new Scandal is faſtened 
upon Catholicks that take it- 
38, Conſider, Thirdly , whether Proteſtants are not of 
opinion, that the Supremacy in Spiritualls is inherent and 
annexed to the Crown, as has been declared in Parliament 3 
and conſequently,that as-long as Catholicks refuſe the Oath of 
Supremacy,( which they muſt doe as long as they will be Ca- 
tholicks,) they refuſe to acknowledge the Supremacy of His 
Majeſty. in Temporalls, and His Crown. For whoſoever 
refuſes to acknowledge any thing inherent and annexed to 
the Crown, refuſes, at leaſt implicitly, to acknowledge the 
Crown, and his Loyalty thereunto, So that, as long as we 
remain Catholicks, we {hall be accounted by. Proteſtants not 
loyal 
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loyal Subjects in our Tenets, whatſoever we be in our Piac- 
tices. 

39. Conſider, Fourthly, whether ſuch Catholicks as take 
the Oath , whilſt ineffeQually they pretend to remove the 
Scandal Proteſtants have ſo unjuſily conceived of our Religi- 
on, by taking the Oath, donot createa juſt Scandal in other 
Catholicks whorefuſe it, ſeeing how they ſlight the expreſſe 
Order of their Supreme Head in Ecclefiaſtical matters. 

40. Concerning the Caſe contained in the ObjeQion, 
wherein the Opponent ſuppoſes that the Pope ſhould forbid #s 
to bear Civil Allegeance to His Majeſty, due unto Him by the 
Law of God and of Nature, or ſhould declare ſuch an Allege- 
ance to be Sinfull ; Conſider, Firſt, that ſuppoſing (as we do 
ſuppoſe) that His Majeſty is our Sovereign in all Civil and 
Temporal Concerns, and that not onely in order to the Civil 
Power, but allo to the exerciſe thereof 3 to deny unto Him 
Civil Allegeance, due unto Him by the Law of God and Na- 
ture, is manifeſtly Sinfull; and in matters manifeſtly Sinfull 
we are not bound to obey the Ordinances of our Superiours, 


whether Spiritual or Temporal. Nay, it would be Hereti- 


cal to prohibit a meer Civil Allegeance, in that ſuppoſition, or 
declare it unlawfull : and a Pope that ſhould teach an Hereſy, 
or become an Heretick, would, according to the common 
conſent of Divines, ceaſe to be Pope 3 and conſequently, his 
Orders in that caſe were not to be obeyed. 

41. Conhider, Secondly, whether it be reaſonable, that, 
becauſe there may be feigned a caſe or caſes wherein the Pope, 


or any other Superiour, Eccleſiaſtical or Civil, might com- - 


mand a thing manifeſtly Sinfull,and therefore not to be done 3 
we {hould, upon that account, deny Obedience to the Com- 
mands of the Pope, or any other lawfull Superiour, in mat- 
ters evidently, or at leaft probably, lawfull: And the for- 
bearance of this Oath (which is onely enjoyned us in the 
torementioned Briefs, as has been ſhewn) is manitfeſily or 
probably lawfull, as our Adverſaries ſeem to contels. 

42. Conhlider, Thirdly, that the Popes have been fo far 
from forbidding Catholicks to render Civil Obedience to His 
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Majeſty, His Royal Father and Grandfather, Kings of Eng- 
land, that rather they have ſeveral times, and in terms very 
ſignificant, charged the Exgliſh Catholicks to render to their 
Majelſties all Civil Allegeance and Obedience. Neither have 
the Popes declared any of their Majeſties deprived of their 
Crown. Nay, never any Pope (as ſome have well adverti- 
ſed) has declared any Heretical Prince, brought up alwaies 
in that Profeſſion, (as the three forementioned Kings were 
brought up Protcliants,) deprived of their Dominions. Nei- 
ther do the Popes, in the above-mentioned Bricts, whereby 
they prohibit the taking of this Oath , declare in expreſſc 
terms, that they have any Authority to Depofe Heretica]] 
Princes : and much leſs do they oblige us to {wear, or to make 
any acknowledgement, that they have any ſuch Authority : 
but onely they enjoyn us a-meer forbearance of the Oath, the 
taking whereof is not properly (as has been ſhewed above) 
any Ac of Civil Allegeance, or at leaft of bare Civil Allege- 
ance, 

43. Concerning the meer Civil Allegeance pretended to be 
containedin this Oath, and that alone ,, Conlider, Firſt, whe- 
ther whatſoever a Prince is pleaſed to pnt into an Oath, which 
he terms eu Oatb of Allegeance,' is to be held as appertaining 
to meer Civil Allegeance 3 and whether the Refuſers thereof 
are to be lookt upon as Refuſers of Civil Allegeance, As 
for inſtance, if an Oath, intitled ax Oath of meer Cvil Alle- 
gearice, were framed, wherein were expreſly denied a Power 
in the Pope to Excommunicateany of His Majetiie's Sabjes 
in any caſe whatſoever, or to dire& them in Spiritual affairs; 
fure no Catholick would ſay, that ſuch an Oath did contain 
meer Civil Allegeance, though the Prince, by whoſe order 
it was framed, ſhould term it an Qath of Civil Alegeance, or 
that the Refuſers thereof were guilty of Diſloyalty. 

- 44+. Confider, Secondly, whether, fmceit is manifeſt that 
an Oath, though fiyled an Oath of meer Civil Allegeance, may 
contain ſome. things not appertaining to Civil Allegeance, 
but to Spiritual Juriſdiction, as the forementioned Oath, de- 

nying a Power in the Pope to Excommunicate 3 whether 
then 
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then (T ſay ) the Pope, to whom the Supretne Spirituall 
Juriſdiction belongs , and not the King, whoſe Juril- 
diction is onely Civil, may not judge of ſuch an Oath, fo 
far as it contains things appertaining to Spiritua] and Eccle- 
fiaſtical Juriſdiction. And it ſo, whether, fince this preſent 
Oath contains ſuch things, as has been declared above, the 
Pope may not judge of this Oath, as faras it contains ſuch 
things, though it be pretended by ſome that it contains meer 
Civil Allegeance : and whether we are not bound to ſtand 
rather to the Pope's Judgment, in order to ſuch things, then 
to the King's Declaration. 

45. Conlider, Thirdly ,that there is this difference between 
the King commanding us to take this Oath, (ſappoling he does 
command it,) and the Pope prohibiting us to take it ; that to 
the end the King may command us to take it, *tis neceſſary, 
that there benothing therein contained which does not belong 
to the Civil Power, ſince we acknowledge His Majeſty to be 
our Sovereign onely in Civil matters : but to the end the 
Pope may prohibit us to take this Oath, *tis enough, that any 
thing whatſoever therein contained belongs to the Eccleſia- 
ſtical Court, whoſe Head the Pope is, and that he judges 
ſuch things to be unlawfull. So that far leſs is required, or 
ſufficient, to prohibit an Oath, then to command it. Nei- 
ther does the Pope prohibit each part of the Oath by it felt, 
and ſeparately taken; but he prohibits us to take the whole 
Oath: and to prohibit the whole, *tis enough, that any part 
thereot whatſoever be unlawfall, according to that Maxime, 
Bonum ex integra cauſa, Malum ex quocunque defeciu. 

46. Conſider, Fourthly,that we are bound to ſubmit to zhe 
King's Commands onely in Civil matters, as to the Pope's 
Ordinances onely in Spiritual 3 fince, as we acknowledge 
the Pope's Supremacy onely in Spirituals, ſo we acknowledge 
the King s Supremacy onely in Temporals. And fince this 
Oath contains, as has been proved, ſome things not apper- 

taining tothe Civil Juriſdiction, we donot think our (elves 
obliged to ſubmit to His Majeſtie*'s Orders , wherein he 
commands us to take this Oath as it lies : as upon the fame 
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account we are not bound to take the Oath of Supremacy, 
though His Majeſty commands His SubjeQts as much to take 
the one as the other, and Penalties are enacted 2gainlt the Re- 
fufers of both. Nay, if the thing commanded by the Pope 
be a Civil matter, though it ſhould be lawtfull, we are not 
bound to ſubmit to ſuch a Command, ſince the Pope's Ju- 
rifdiction extends onely.to Spirituals: So if the thing com- 
mandcd by the King be Spiritual, though it ſhould be lJawtull, 
we are not bound to ſubmit to ſuch a Command. becauſe the 
King's Juriſdiction extends onely to Temporals.  Whence 
appears, that the Major Propoſition of the Argument, tra- 
med in the Objection, toprove the Refuſal of the Oath un- 
Jawfull, is falſe and of no force. For ſince this Oath con- 
tains things not appertaining to Civil Juriſdiction, the King, 
by commanding us to take this whole Oath as it lies, com- 
mands us things not appertaining unto Him : But the Pope, 
by prohibiting us to take this Oath, by reaſon of things ap- 
pertaining unto Him contained therein, and not farther then 
they appertain unto him, . does not exceed nis Juriſdiction; 
and it is unlawfull to deny Obedience to the Commands of a 
Superiour in matters appertaining unto him, and no faxther 
then they do appertain unto him. 

47. Conlider, Fifthly, that though we ſhould grant, as we 
do not, that it is .doubtfull, whether the matters contained in 
#his Oath, (wherein the main difficulty thereof conſiits, ) con- 
tidered in themſelves , do appert ain tothe Eccleſiaſtical or Civil 
Court; yet lince the Pope's and the King's Orders in this 
point do contradict one another, we ought rather to ſubmit - 
to the Pope's Prohibition, then. the King's Command, in 
this Caſe. Firſt, Becauſe, though the Pope and the King 
be both Supreme, the one in Spirituals, the other in Tempo- 
rals z yet the Pope's Supremacy ( the End whereof is E- 
ternal Bliſs) is of a higher Hierarchy then the King's Supre- 
macy, {the End. whereof is Temporal Felicity onely.) And 


certainly, when Two Supreme Governours claſh one with 


the other, {o that we cannot obey them both, but. mutt obey 
one of them, (as in our preſent caſe, we mult obey either the 
Pope, 


the Oath of Allegeance, 


Pope, forbidding the Oath,or the King,commanding itz) we 
are bound, ceteris paribus, to ſubmit rather to him,whofe Ju- 
ri{dicion is of a higher Hierarchy, then to the other, and to 
our Spiritual Governour, then to our Temporal. Neither 
will the Proteltants deny this Doctrine to be truc, when it 
happens that the Spiritual and Temporal Powers do thwart 
one another, all other Circumſtances being equal: 

Secondly, Becauſe, according to the common fentiment of 
Divines and Canonitis, when it is -doubtfull, whether (uch 
amatter, conlidercd in it ſelf, does appertain to the Spiritual 
or Temporal Court, tt belongs to the Spiritual Judge to de- 
cideto which of theſe two Courts it does appertain : For, 
other Circumſtances being equa}!l, the Spiritual Judge Is to 
be preferred before the Temporal: neither is there any other 
commodious way to decide the Queſtion. Thirdly, Becauſe 
the Pope requires leſs of us then the King. For the Pope 
onely requires, that we ſhould not take this Oath 3 not, that 
we ſhould ſwear any thing contrary toit:; but the King re- 
quires, that we ſhould potitively take this-Oath-as it lies 5 
which is far more. And when Two Precepts contradict one 
another, we ought to ſubmit to that Precept of the two, ce- 
teris paribus, wherein leaſt is required of us, Fourthly, Be- 
cauſe the Pope's Precept in this matter-is Negative, but the 
King's Precept is Afthrmative : .and when Two Precepts op= 
poſe one another, we ought rather, all other Circumſtances 
being equall, to embrace the Negative Precept then the Af- 
firmative, according to the common opinion of Divines. 

48. Conlider,Sixthly.that the Pope does not expreſly con- 
demn,as the Opponent ſeems to ſuppoſe,any of the Points un- 
der debate.contained i in this Oath ; neither docs he require of 
us, that we ſhould ſwear, that he has any Power to depoſe 
Kings z but onely, that we ſhould not ſwear, that he has-not 
any ſuch Power ; which is what the King requires of us. S6 
that the King, and not the Pope, decides the Point under. 
debate in his own tavour, requiring us to ſwear poſitively 
the part favourable unto Him. Since therefore Withringtos - 
ard his other Catholicks, who defend the Oath, do confels, 
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" that this Queſtion, Whether the Pope has any Anthority to de- 
poſe Kings, is yet under debate between Popes and Kings, 
Certant Scholaſtici, & adhuc ſub judice lis eſt, as they alledge 
out of Trithemius and others z why ſhould the King decide 
the Queſtion In his own favour, requiring his Subjects to 
ſwear politively , that the Pope has no ſuch Authority ; 
which is, as it were, to take poſſefſion of the part favou- 
rable unto him? or why nay not the Pope inhibit fuch an 
Oath, in caſe the King enjoyns it, as long as the Quettion 
is in debate between the Pope and King, as our Adverlaries 
confeſs it is yet ? Adhuc ſub judice lisejt, For as long as it 
is under debate to whom ſuch a thing belongs, either of the 
parties has right to hinder his Adverſary from taking poſ- 
{c(lion thereof, though he himſelf cannot take poſſethion of 
it, till the Queſtion be lawfully decided in his favour: and 
it is much leſs to hinder another from taking poſictlion of a 
thing, then to take poſſeiſion of it himſelf. 

49. Conlider, Seventhly, that whoever acknowledyes the 
King to be our Sovereign in Temporall and Ctvill naatrers, 
as wedo, he mul confels that xeither the Pope, nor any one 
elſe, has any dire} and abſolute Power over this Kingdome 3 
ſuch a Power in any other being inconliltent with the Sove- 
rcignty of the King in Temporalls: as in the like manner, 
whoever acknowledges the Pope's Supremacy in Spiritualls, 
as weallo do acknowledge, he muſt neceſſarily, upon the 
like ground, deny any other to be inveſted with the ſame Su- 
periority. So that, thould the Pope declare himſelf Sove- 
reign in Temporalls over this Kingdome, or any other His 
Majeſtic's Dominions, with a direct and abſolute Power, he 
would in that caſe declare a thing manitelily defiructive to 
the King's Sovereignty in Temporalls, which we acknow- 
ledge. Neither does it belong tothe Pope, or the Spirituall 
Court, to declare who is the Temporall Sovereign of ſuch a 
Kingdome but to the Repreſentativeot that Kingdome, or 
to ſome other Civill Power, according to the different con- 

 [titutions of Civill Government. So that to declare the Pope 
Temporall Sovereign of ſuch a Kingdome, is not to declare 


how 
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how farhis Spiritual Juriſdicion, as ſuch, extends it ſelf, 
(which does belong to the Spirituall Court 3 ) but rather it 

is to declare him Sovereign or Supreme Governour in a diffe- 
rent kind : which Declaration does not belong unto him. 

Neither, becauſe a lawfull Superiour may, perhaps, exceed 

his Power in ſome matters, does it therefore foliow, that in 

no other thing he is to be obeyed. What therefore we af- 

hrm in this point is, That as it belongs to a Sovereign Tem- 

porall Prince, .to determine what is preciſcly neceſſary for 
the Conſervation of his Temporal! Sovereignty, in caſe he be 
unjuſtly attacqued by another inhis Temporalls : ſo it apper- 

tains to the Sovereign Spirituall Prince, (who is the Pope,) 

to determine what 1s neceſſary to be done for the Conſervation 
of his Spirituall Sov creignty, in caſc he be unjuſtly intacgoed 

in Spiritualls. 

50. Contider,Eighthly,to the end chat i it may clearly a appear . 
how willing the Engliſh Catholicks are to give His Majeſty 
any jutt Security of their Loyalty, that they are ready, if it 
be neceſſary, not onely to take all the Clauſes of this Oath, 
wherein meer Civill Allegeance due.to His Majeliy | is contal- 
ned, but other Oaths alſo, rather more exprethve of. Civill, 
Allegeance then this is; viz.. ſuch as were taken by the Sub- 
jects of the aticient Kings of Evgtard, or. which'are. taken, 
now by the Catholick Subje&s of other 'Chrillian Princes, 
whether Catholicks or Pioteftants, Yo of any.cther profeiſion. 
And certainly .it would be very ye diculous to athrin, that 
there is no ſtanding Oath, in an er Chrittian Cbuntry, 
ſufficiently expreſſive 'of Civill Allegan. "And 'to de-, 
{cend to particulars ' They are ready to ſwear, without” any 
menta]l Reſervation, That' they acknowledge their Soverei 
Lord King CHAR LES the Second to be Tawfull King of © 
this Realm, and of all other His Majeftie*s Kingdomes ; That 
they renounce 'all Power whatfhever, Eccleft aftical or Canill Do- 
meſtick, or Forrein, repugnant to the: ſame : That they confeſs 
themſelves obliged in Conſcience, tobe as obedient to His Ma- 
jefty in all Civill affairs, as true Altegeance can oblige any Sub- 
ject to be to bis Prince : That they promiſe to bear inviolably, . 
ring 
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during life, true Allegeance to His Majeſty, His lawfull- Heirs 


and Succeſſurs, and Him and them will defend againſt all At- 


tempts whatſoever, which ſhall bs made againſt His or their 


Rights, the Rights of their Perſons, Crown or Dignity, by any 
perſon whatſoever, or under whatſoever pretence : That they 
will doe their beſt endeavour to diſcover to His Majeſty, His 
Heirs and Succeſſours; or to ſome of their Miniſters, all treache- 
rous Conſpiracies, which they ſhall know or hear of to be againſt 
Him or them : That they do declare that Dofirine to be impious, 
ſeditious and abominable, which maintains , that any private 
Subjet may lawfully kill or murther the Anointed of God, bis 
Prince. Now let any one. judge, Proteſtant or Catholick, 
whether theſe forementioned Clauſes are not more, or af 
leaſt as expreſſive of Civill Allegeance, as the ordinary Oath 
is: And if fo, then let them conlider, whether, fince Ca- 
tholicks are ready to take any of the Oaths above mentioned, 
they can rationally be ſuſpected to refuſe the ordinary Oath 
of Allegeance for want of Loyalty. For did they refuſe it 
upon that account, they would not offer to take the above- 
faid Oaths, wherein as much or more Civill Allegeance is 
contained then in the ordinary Oath. And whether alſo( pro- 
bably ſpeaking) we may not vehemently ſuſpe&, that Pro- 
teſtants, who willnot be content that Catholicks ſhould take 
any of the aforeſaid Oaths, ( wherein all Civill Allegeance 
due to Princes is manifeſily contained,) but will needs have 
them take the ordinary Oath, do require of them ſomewhat 
more then meer Civill Allegeance : otherwiſe, why ſhould 
not they.be content with ,any of the forementioned Oaths ? 
Wherefore it would not be amiſs, that when the Oath is ten- 
dred to any Catholick who is reſolved to refuſe it, he ſhould 
make a Proteſtation of his Fidelity, by offering to take any 


of the forementianed Oaths. Which will at leaſt ſerve to 


diſabuſe Proteſtants, that he does not refuſe to take the ordi- 


nary Oath for want of Civill Allegeance. 


'51. Conlider, Laltly, . that doubtleſs there may be framed 


an Oathof Allegeance, with ſuch glances upon the Tenets of 


Proteſtants, ( the fame is of any other Religion, chat no 
Pro += 
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Proteſtant, who will lick to the Tenets of his Religion, can 
take: though it would ſeem very irrationall,to deduce thence. 
that Proteltants deny Civill Allegeance to His Majeltie, if 
they be ready to take another Oath, wherein all Civill Alle- 
geance 1s clearly contained. And it ſo, why may not we 
refuſe this Oath, by reaſon of ſome doubtfull or falſe Expreſ- 
ſions it contains, or of ſome glances it has at our Religion, 
without therefore deſerving to be impeached of Diſloyalty ; 
fince weare ready to take other Oaths, wherein as much or 
more Civill Allegeance is contained ? | 
52, If they obje&, Fourthly, for the Lawfulnels of this 
Oath, *© the Authority of the Kingdome of France, of the 
* Univerlity and Parliament of Paris, and of other Univerki- 
**ties and Parliaments of that Kingdome, who conſtantly *Anno 1614. 
* deny the Pope to have any Authority or Power, direc or || Quoted in 
< indire&, to Depoſe Kings and finally, of the French Fe- the O_o 
« ſuits, who ſubſcribed the Cenſure'and Condemnation of  igokgg ; 
* fore Books wherein that Power was defended 3 and why + Dehocar- 
© may not the Catholicks of England have the ſame liberty ticulo air 
« as the Catholicks of France have ? oo” —- 
53. Concerning the Authority of France, for this Oath,ob- _— _ 
je&ed againft us; Conſider, Firſt, that though in an Aſſem- a1ja tendere 
bly * held in France of the Three Eftates, Ecclefiaſticks, No- quam ad 
bility, and Commons, in time of Cardinall Pero, there was go ry 
drawn up ||an Oath by the Third Eftate,or Commons, where- -—-— " 
in is affirmed, f That there is no Power on earth either Spirita- gandum He: 
all or Temporall, that hath any Right over his Majciie's King- reſin, 
dome, to Depoſe the Sacred Perſons of our Kings, nor +0 diſ- pogragn 
penſe with or abſolve their Subjefs from their Loyalty and O- Noa LED 
bedience which they owe to them, for any cauſe or pretence 1615.p.2g8, 
whatſoever : yet the Two chief parts of the Aﬀſembly, viz.the 247. 


* Spirituall and Temporall Lords,were ſo much again this *ex:/ifentrs 


Article of the Oath, that they were reſolved, eſpecially the Ss Ar. 


Spirituall Lords, to die rather then take it; and the Third ſeri codicillis 
Eftate, or Commons, who had drawn it up; after they had veturt. Nobt- 
heard Perox's Oration againſt it, laid it afide, which is as pat I p 

much as handſomely to recall it. And'how can we reaſona- DAR. "=" 
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bly fay that the Kingdome of France is for an Oath, which 
the Two principall parts of the Aﬀembly, repreſentative of 
that Kingdome, were ſo eager againit, and which the Third 
part, after ſerious conſideration, laid aſide ? 


In convert, 


Epiſc. Gall. 


habiro 27. 


Feby. 1626, 
damnatus eſt 
THe Articulus: 


ſubſcritſerunt 


2 Caid. lo 


Archiep, Z54 
Epijc, Roch- 
fOc. IN Iatl- 


ON. CONT, 


Schiſm. SeR. 
1. Se. 102. 


& Mercur, 


Gallic, rom, 
11.An.1626, 


P. 105, 


Etiam major 


pars Terti 


Ordinis Ar- 
ticuli illius 


progreſſum 
1mpedivit. 


Card. Riche- 


lieu lib. 


conr, 4 Mi- 
niſtros Cal- 
vinift, pag. 


173. 


54, Confider, Secondly, that rather we may alledge the 
Kingdome of Fraxce tor the Negative, or againſt the Oath, 
according to what happened in the Aﬀembly. For it isa 
certain kind of Argument againſt a thing, when, having 
been propoſed and debated in an Afﬀembly , it was not. 
carried, but rather rejected. Neither has there been fince 
enacted by any other Aﬀembly of Fraxce any Oath of this 
kind, to be tendred unto all, ( neither do our Adverſaries 
pretend, that any ſuch thing has been done, _) as our Oath oft. 
Allegeance was enacted for all forts of people, by our Parlia- 
ment, which correſponds to the Affembly in France, Neither 
is there in Fraxce any other Oath, wherein is expreſly deni- 
ed the forementioned Power, eſtabliſhed by the King or any. 
Parliament, or any other ways, for to be taken by all ſuch 
who {wear Allegeance to his moſi Chriſtian Majelty. And. 
the Exgliſh Catholicks are ready to take the Oath of Allege- 
ance to His Majeſty which is generally tendred in France, And 
why may not His Majeſty. be content with the ſame kind of 
Civil Allegeance from his SubjeQs, which the French King 
and other Sovereigns require from their Subjects ? All which 
ſhews, that France cannot reaſonably: be brought as a prece- 
dent in the Cauſe we treat of, 

55, Conſider, Thirdly, that fince the Repreſentative of 
France has ſo much favoured the Negative,though we ſhould 
grant, (and whether jt muſt be granted or not, we ſhall fec 


by and by,) that ſome other particular Tribunall or Society 


of that Kingdome have favoured the contrary 3 yet becauſe 
the Aſſembly or Repreſentative of Fraxce is far above thoſe 
particular Socicties, we ought to conclude, that Fraxce ra- 
ther countenances the Negative,then the Affirmative. Should 
we ſee that our Parliament did countenance ſo much the Ne- 
gative of an opinion, as the forementioned Aſſembly of Fraxce 
did countenance the Refuſall of that Oath ; though ſome par- 

ticular 
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ticular Court at Weſtminſter, or the Univerſity of Oxford, 
{ſhould countenance the contrary z we ought to ſay that 
England rather fiood for the Negative, then the Aﬀirma- 
lVE., | : 

56, Concerning the Authority of the Parliament and Uni- 
verſity of Paris in this Point 3 Conſider, Firlt, that neither 
that Parliament, nor any other Parliament of France, neither 
that Univerſity, nor any other Univerſity of that Kingdome, 
have ever yet made any publick and authentick -A& wherein 
they approve our preſent Oath of Allegeance as it lies, and 
all its Clauſes wherein the difficulty thereof conſiſts 3 neither 
do our Adverſaries pretend any ſuch thing: but onely that 
the Parliament and Univerlity of Paris, with ſome other Par- 
liaments and Univerſities of Fraxce, have made Decrees, 
wherein they deny the Pope to have any Power whatſoever 
to Depoſe Kings, or to Abſolvetheir SubjeQs from the Al- 
legeance due unto them, for-any cauſe or under any pretence 
whatſoever. Yet hence does not follow, that the Parlia- 
ments or Univerſities of that Kingdome do approve this 
Oath. For to approve an Oath, *tis neceſſary to approve all 
and every part thereof : and who onely approves one part, 
does not therefore approve the whole. So that wholoever 
argues hence, to ſhew the Lawtfulneſs of this Oath, his Ar- 
gument mult run thus : © The Univerſity and Parliament of 
** Paris approve ſome Clauſes of this Oath, whereat ſeveral! 
*perſons do ſcruple:; Therefore they approve the whole 
x: i Which Argument is inconcluſive, as 1s mani- 
felt, 

57. Confider , Secondly, that though the Authority of 
the Parliament and Univerſity of Paris may work o far 
with ſome, as toperſwade them that this Oath ought not to 
be refuſed upon the account of any juſt Scruple concerning 
the Power in the Pope to depoſe Kings, or abſolve their Sub- 
jects from the Allegeance due unto them yet it does not 
therefore follow, that the ſame Authority ( which does not 
concern it ſelf at leaſt in any publick Decrees about other 
Difticultics of the Oath) ſhould perſwade them not to refuic 
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at all this preſent Oath, ſince there are ſeverall other reſpects, 
not taken notice of by the Parliament or Univerſity of Paris, 
in their publick Decrces. alledged by our Adverſaries, for 
which many refuſe it. Some, though ſatished that the Pope 
has no Power to depoſe Kings, yet they havea great difficulty 
about the word Hereticall: for it ſeems hard unto them, to 
cenſure the DoErine which maintains, that Princes Excom- 
municate or deprived by the Pope, may be depoſed by their S$ub- 
jeds, for an Hereſie, or for as bad as an Herefiez and the 
Defenders thereof for Hereticks, either materiall or formall, 
45 invincible Ignorance does or does not excuſe them, or 
at lcaſt for as bad as ſuch. and to ſwear that they detelt 
them in the like manner,cither for ſuch, or as bad as ſuch. 
58. Others think, they cannot ſwear with Truth, that 
neither the Pope, nor any other whatſoever,can abſolve them 
from this Oath, or any part thereof, in any caſe imaginable; 
fince the King himſelf may abfolve His Subjects from fuchan 
Oath, either all of them, by laying down the Government 
with conſent of the Kingdome, as Charles the Fifth did 
(and it is-hard to oblige one to (wear, that a King of Eng- 
land in no cafe poſſible can doe the like 3 ) or at leaſt ſome 
of them, by-paſſing a Town under his Juriſdiction to ano- 
ther King, as His Majeſty pafſed Dwukirk; to the: French 
King,. and conſequently abſolved from the Oath of Allege- 
ance the Inhabitants who had taken it. Moreover, they do. 
not ſee how they can ſwear, that it is impoſſible, that, in 
any caſe whatſoever, a King of Exzland may be juſtly con- 
quered. For it he be juſtly conquered,then he is juſtly depo- 
fed;; and it juſtly depoſed; then his Subjects are abſolved 
trom their Oath'of Allegeance: for no body is bound to pay 
Allegeance to one who is no longer his King or Sovereign, 
59: Others cannot ſwallow that term | Heartily] inſerted - 
in the Oath, nor (wear, that all they muſt ſwear, if they 
rake the Oath,they ſwear heartily, according to the plainand 
common ſenſe of the words. by them,ſpoken. For to ſwear 
heartily is more then to ſwear onely with a meer-power not 
to fwear. A Merchant, who throws out his goods into the 
Sca 
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Sea onely to fave himſelfand his ſhip, cannot be ſaid to doe 

it heartily, which fignifies, to doe a thing without a reluc- 

tancy of mind 3 but rather with an inclination and propen- 

ſion of mind thereunto.. And how (ſay they) can we ſwear, 

that we takethis Oath heartily, and without any. reluQtancy. 
of mind, but rather with a great inclination thereunto, when 

we are forced to take it to conſerve our- privileges or employ- 

ments, or not to undergo ſevere penalties enacted againſt 

thoſe who refuſe it? and when we ſce that ſo many great 

Difficulties have been ſtarted againſt. this: Oath, and purſued 

with ſo much vigour 3 that ſo many Learned and Conſcien- 

cious-men. are again(titz and that the Supreme Patſtour of the 

Church has ſo often and ſo ſeverely prohibited it? All 

which (fay they) cannot but create,in any tender Conſcience, 
ſome regret and reluQancy of mind to take the Oath. 

60. Others are deterred by the Title of the A& wherein 
this Oath is inſerted, 4 A& for the Diſcovering and Sup- 
preſſing of Popiſh Recuſants : whereby it ſeems to be inſinua- 
ted, that the taking this Oath is madea Denial of the Romax 
Catholick Religion, or of Popery. For though other things 
are contained in the Aq, which do contribute to the Diſco- 
very of Popiſh Recuſants 3 yet this Oath is-inferted among 
the reſt, and. compleats the. Diſcovery of -them. And it is 
not lawfull to doe any-thing which is made by Publick Au- 
thority a Denial of the true Religion, or a diftinctive Sign of 
a falſe Religion. 

61» Orhers, though they are ſatished concerning the Sub- 
Kance of the Oath, yet are gravelled at ſome ainbiguous Ex- 
prelſions. The Authour of the Refiexions upon this Oath, 
though he be very fierce againſt the Pope's Power to depoſe 
Kings, yet he feems diſſatisfied with the Oath, by reaſon of 
{everal ambiguous Expreſſions therein.contained 3 as appears 
by what he ſays pag. 76,77. and an Oath mutt not. be am- 
biguous, Nay, the. Authour. of. the Queltions concerning 
the Oath, though ſo eager for the Lawtfulneſs thereof, does 
notwithttanding confeſs, (pag. 26.) that it is dreſt up unhap- 
pily with ſome odde Expreſſions, at the fir(t fight, and therefore 

N 3 he. 


— 
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| he heartily withes that another form of Oath were framed, 
which might not trouble with Scruples the leſs-inſtructed Con- 
ſcience of any, | 

62; Others, though they believe that what-ever is contai- 

' ned in the Oath is true, and are ready to (wear that they be- 
lieve it, yet they cannot be brought to {wear poſitively, that 
what-cver is aſſerted in the Oath is true: which is very diffe- 
rent» Others, finally, though they be ſatished concerning 
the Subſtance of the Oath, and the Exprefhons too, yet ſee 
no Neceſſity of ſwearing, or any good they get by taking the 
' Oath : and an Oath, amongſt other Conditions, muſt be 
aeceſſasy. All ſachperſons as theſe, though they be fully (a- 
tished,cither from the pretended Authority of Fraxce,or other- 
wiſe, that the Pope has no Power to depoſe Kings; yet 
thoſe Decrees of France, which our Adverfaries produce, do 
not clear, norſo much as touch, the forementioned Difficul- 
ties 3 and conſequently are not alone able to induce the afor?- 
ſaid perſons to take the Oath, or tojultify the taking thereof. 
Whence it follows, that becauſe one refuſes the Oath, it can- 
not in rigour be inferred, that he denies fuch a determinate 
Clauſe thereof, let them take which they pleaſe 3 fince ſome 
diſlike one thing, and ſome another ; nay, nor that he does 
not aſſent to the whole Subſtance of the Oath, and to its Ex- 
preſſions alſo. And much leſs can it be thence inferred, that 
ſuch an one who refuſes the Oath does deny Civil Allegeance 
to His Majeliy. 

63. Conlider, Thirdly, that the Decree of the Parliament 
of Paris publiſhed the 27. of June 1614. quoted by Withring- 
?0n in the place above mentioned, whereby was prohibited 
Suarez his Book,intitled Defenſio Fidei Catholice,efc. is to be 
underſtood onely, as appears by the Chapters cited in the De- 
crce, and by the tenour thereof, in order to the Prohibition 
of that Dodtrine, which maintains the Temporal Authority 
6t the Pope over Kings : but it does not concern it ſelf at all 
with other Difficulties, which Szarez and other Authours 


raiſcabout the Oath: which notwithltanding muſt be cleared, 
before we can take it, 


64. Con- 


the Oath of Allegeance, 


'* 64, Conſider , Fourthly, that it is one thing to prohibit 
the teaching or preaching that the Pope has any Power to de- 
poſe Kings, orto command one to teach and preach the con+ 
trary 3 which is all our Adverſaries can prove from the fore- 
mentioned Decrees, or any other , of the Parliaments and 
Univerſities of Fraxce 3 and another thing to command one 
to ſwear poſitively, that the Pope has no ſuch Power, and 
to abjure the Affirmative as Heretical, which the King com- 
mands us to doe when He commands vs to take this Oath. So 
that the Argument our Adverſaries draw-from ſuch Decrees 
of France is this 3 ©* The Parliament or Univerſity. of Paris 
* prohibits any one to teach, that the Pope has Authority to 
** depoſe Kings, or commands ſome to teach the contrary 
«Therefore the King may command us to ſwear poſitively, 


*that the Pope has no ſuchAuthozity,or to abjure the contrary . 


* as Heretical, Which. conſequence is null, - as is manifeſt, 


For what Univerſity is there, wherein the Members thereof + 


are not prohibited to teach certain Opinions, or are not com- 
manded to teach the contrary z many of which Opinions are 
meer Scholaſtical and Philoſophical Queſtions, . either part 
being probable? - But yet they arenot therefore commanded 


to {wear politively, that ſuch Opinions are true, neither can 
they in Conſcience many times ſwear it : For one may. teach - 


ſuch an Opinion to be true, though he cannot (wear it to be 


{oz more being requiſite to ſwear a thing to be true, then to - 


teach that it is ſo. 
65, Conſider, Fifthly, that what was reſolved by the Par- 


liament of Paris, in that Decree concerning the Feſwits, was, . 


** That theReRour, with ſome others of the principal Fathers, 
* ſhould be ſummoned to appear in the Court at ſuch a day : 
<* That they ſhould be told , that, contrary to the expreſſe 


**- Order of their own Genera], iſſued forth in the year 1610. . 


*this Book of Sarez-had been printed, and brought into 


«that Kingdome :; That they ſhould procure.the ſame Pros» - 
< hibition to be renewed by their General 3 and that they . 


* ſhould exhibit an authentical Copy thereof within three 


* months : finally, That they ſhould exhort the people, in - 
| ©* their. 
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< their Sermons, to embrace the contrary DoQtrine to the Pro- 


* politions they had prohibited. But from all this it cannot be 


inferred, that the French Feſwits did, or would have {worn 
poſitively, That the Pope has no Power, in no caſe whatſoe- 
ver, to depoſe Princes 3 nor that they did exhort the peoplc 
to ſwear any ſuch thing nor that they were commanded by 
the Parliament ſo to doe. One may exhort another to em- 
brace an Opinion, which notwithitanding he will not nor 
cannot pokitively ſwear to be true, nor exhort the other to 
{wear it is.{o. - And yet whoever exhorts any one to take the 
Oath, he muſt exhort him to ſwear poſitively, that the fore- 
mentioned Opinion, viz. That the Pope has no Power to de- 
poſe Kings, is true. Much leſs can it be inferred from the 
aforeſaid Decree, that the French Jeſuits did approve, or were 
commanded to approve, of all the other Clauſes contained in 
the preſent Oath, And conſcquently, their Authority can- 
not bealledged for the Lawfulneſs thereof. For though the 
Clauſes relating to the Pope's Power to depoſe Princes may 
ſeem to ſome to contain the main Difficulty 3 yet this toothers 
{cems no Difficulty at all: and there are ſeveral other Difh- 
culties involved in the Oath, as has been ſhewn. And to 
the end we may lawfully take an Oath, ?tis neceſſary to be 
ſatished concerning all, and every Diffculty and Clauſe 
thereof. For to ſwear any thing either falſe, or doubttull, 
though never (o little in it ſelf, is a grievous Sin. 

66. Concerning the Authority of the Univerſity of Paris in 
particular, for the Lawfulneſs of the Oath 3 befides what 
already has beenſaid in general, Conſider, Firſt, that though 
we ſhould grant, (as we do not, ) that the Univerſitic of 


The Univer- ©9119, and other Univerlities of Fraxce, are for the -Oath : 


ſity of Lou- 


yet even our Adverſaries confeſs , that the Univerſities of 


vaineis alſo Spain are againſt it, where, beyond debate, there are many 


againſt this 


Oath, asa 


Learned and Conſciencious men.and as zealous for the Honour 


pears by ca and Safcty of their Kingsas any in France 3 and they have as 


Cenſure they 


many Prerogatives relating to the Security of their Sovercigns 


gave Dec.29, againſt the Uſurpations of any Eccletiaſtical Prince, as in any 
1662s 


Countrey whatſoever, So that, admitting that.on both ſides 
there 


the Oath of Allegeance. 


there are grave Authours, yet the Negative, in the preſent 
debate, has the advantage of the Affirmative, That the Pope, 
who is the competent Judge in theſe affairs, (as above has 
been proved,) and to whom both parties made their addreſs, 
has given his expreſs Sentence for the Negativez and among 
other things which render an Opinion ; before probable, 
practically or in practice improbable, one is, an authentick 
Declaration or Sentence of a competent, eſpecially Supreme, 
Judge to the contrary. | 

67. Suppoſe that in a Plea before the King and His Coun- 
cill, there are many brave Lawyers on both fides, who pro- 
duce {cveral pregnant Arguments, and excellent Precedents, 
in favour of their reſpective Clients, which render the Cauſe 
doubtfull; yet that party muſt needs carry it, for whom the 
King and His Council gave their definitive Sentence : nei- 
ther is it longer lawfullfor the party condemned to ſtand our, 
becauſe many learned Lawyers are on his fide, or to retrive 
the former Arguments produced for his right z which figni- 
fies. no more then to plead after the Suit is loſt. Neither 
would the party who had gained the Cauſe concern himſelf 
any farther with what the Lawyers of the contrary tide ob- 
je& againſt him. The ſame happens in our preſent Caſe. 
There are many grave and learned Anthours againſt the 
Oath : ſuppoſe there are alſo many for it : yet ſince the Im- 
pugners of the Oath haveobtained ſeveral expreſs Sentences 
of the Supreme Judge in their favour, they do not think them- 
{c]ves obliged to take any farther notice of what the Defen=- 
ders of the Oath produce againſt them, which cannotexcuſe 
them from an exteriour Compliance with the Judge's expreſs 
Sentence, as long as it is authentick. And this is the Reaſon, 
why the Impugners of the Oath havenot in a long time prin- 
ted anything againſtit. For what more can they pretend 
by their writings, but that the Oath be condemned by the 
Pope? which has been already done, But the Defenders of 
the Oath continue {ti1] to write, after they have loi the cauſt ; 
according to the comnion faying, Loſers muſt have leave to 
talk orat leafi they will take it, 


Oo 68, Con- 
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68. Conſider, Secondly, that among other Oaths, which 
thoſe who deſire to be incorporated in the Univerlity of Paris 
are to take, one for the Degree of Bachclour is , That they 
will hold the Articles of the Faculty of Paris to be true; and that, 
when occaſion offers, they will defend them to be agreeable tg 
Faith and Religion : which is a promiſſory Oath 3 the truth 
whereof onely requires, that he who ſwears has a ſincere in- 
tention to doe what he promiſes : and (as we have already 
ſen) one may promiſe, even under an Oath, that he will 
defend ſuch an Opinion to be true, when occaſion offers, 
though he does not, nor cannot lawfully, many times, (wear 
poſitively that it is true. For theſe two Oaths are very diffe- 
rent , Before God, T judge that the Pope bs uo Power to de- 
poſe Kings, and I promiſe to defend it , when occaſion re- 
quires 3 and , Before God, be has no ſuch Power, The im» 
mediate object of the former Oath is onely our own Judg- 
ment, or Intention 3 whereof every one is certain ; and con- 
{equently, to call God for witneſs that he has ſuch a Judg» 


ment, being certain that he has it, is not toexpoſe God to be 


a witneſs to a Fallity. But the immediate objec of the lat- 
ter Oath is the Matter it ſelf, which probably may be other- 
wiſe: and to call God for witneſs ota thing that I know pro- 
bably may be otherwiſe, is to expoſe him to be witneſs of a 
Fallity 3 which, let the matter be never ſo little, is a great 
affront. And therefore it is a common way of ſpeaking a- 
mong conſciencious people, I think ſuch athing is true, but I 
will not ſmearit is true, Hence it follows, that the immedi- 
ate objeR of Oaths is not alwaies the Judgment of the per- 
fon who. takes them: otherwiſe it would be impoſſible that 
one ſhould ever ſwear falſe, judging that he ſwears true, 
tince every one is conſcious of his own aQtual Judgment z 
neither can one think that he judges actually, when he does 
not: And yet cextainly-it is poſſible that one ſhould ſwear 
falſe, thinking that he ſwears true. So that though we ſhould 
grant that the Univerſity: of Paris does oblige her Members to 
fwear, that they will defend, that the Pope has no Power to 
depole Kings 3 it does not therefore follow, that they can be, 
Or 


the Oath of Allegeante, 


or are, bound to ſwear poſitively, that the Pope has rio ſuch 
Power: which notwithſtanding we muſt (wear, if we will 
take this Oath. Neither, becauſe they are bound to ſwear, 
that they will defend the Articles of the Faculty of Paris to 
be agreeable to Faith and Religion, does it therefore follow, 
(as ſomedo ſeem to pretend,) that they are bound to defend 
them as Articles of Faith, For the common Approbation 
of Theological and Spiritual Books, is, that they contain 
nothing which is wot agreeable to Faith and good manners : 
and yet, ſure , thoſe who give ſuch Approbations are far 
from approving all that is contained in ſuch Books, as Arti- 
cles of Faith. 

69. Conſider, Thirdly, that among other Articles of the 
Faculty of Paris, one is, ( upon which chiefly our Adverſa- 
ries ſeem to have had an eye,) That it is not the Dodrine of the 
Faculty, that the Pope has any Authority over the Temporals of 
his moſt Chriſtian Majeſty , and that the Faculty has alwaies re- 
(ited thoſe who affirm this Power to be onely jindiref}, Now to 
infer hence, that the Faculty of Paris does approve our pre- 
ſent Oath, even in this Point, concerning the Pope's Power 
over the Temporalsof Princes, is to argue thus 3 © The Fa- 
*culty of Paris does not teach, that the Pope has any Au- 
* thority over the Temporals of Princes ; Therefore, accor- 
< ding to the opinion of that Faculty, we may (wear politive- 
* 1y, that he has no ſuch Poweror Authority. Which con- 
ſequence doubtleſs is very weak : For it is one thing, not to 
teach ſucha DoErine, or to puniſh and reliſt thoſe that do 
teachit » and another thing, to authorizeone to ſwear pok- 
tively, or to teach the contrary. They might, in the like 
manner, quote all the Feſuits who now live, or have been a- 
live for many years, though they are lookt upon as the grea- 
teſt ſticklers againſi the Oath, in favour of it. For they have 
been prohibited many years agoe, and under Excommunica- 
tion, to teach or preach, that the Pope has any Authority 
whatſoever to depoſe Kings 3 and whoever among them 
ſhould teach any ſuch Doctrine would be ſeverely puniſhed ; 
whence it manifeſtly follows, that it is not the Dofirixe of the 


O 2 Feſuits, 
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Feſnits, that the Pope can Depoſe Kings, Will our Adverſa- 
ries therefore infer hence that it is the Dodtrine of the Feſits, 
that we may poſitively ſwear that thePope has no ſuchPower? 

70, In the ſame Article is contained, That it is not the Doc- 
trine of that Faculty, that the Pope is above a General Coun- 
cil, nor that be is Infallible without the conſent of the Church, 
And ſure hence cannot be deduced, That it is the Sentiment 
of the aforeſaid Faculty, that we may politively {wear the 
contrary Tencets to be true. And though in another of their 
Articles it be affirmed, That it is the Dofirine of that Facalty, 
that his moſt Chriſtian Majeſtie's Subjefis cannot be diſpenſed 
with, under any pretence whatſoever, in their Loyaltydue un- 
#0 him : yet they arenot therefore obliged to {wear it. 

71. Moreover, among other Oaths, which the Members 
of the Uuniverlity of Paris are bound to take, they muli {wear, 
that they will hold, that the. B. Virgin Mary was preſerved is 
her Conception from Original Sin: yet they are not therefore 
obliged to (wear it, and much leſfe to abjure the contrary 
Doctrine as Heretical. For there is. a valt difference be- 
tween {wearing that we will defend fuch a Doctrine to be 
true 3 and ſwearing that it is true, or abjuring the contrary 
Dodtrine as Heretical. —* 

72. Conlider, Fourthly , concerning a certain Decree 
made by the Univerlity of Paris the 20. of April 1626: 
(whereof our Adverſaries make fo great an account, con- 
demning ſeveral Propofitions of Santiarellus his Book as errs- 
neous, (editions, contrary to the Ward of God, &c. according 
foa common interpretation of thoſe words of the Oath, T ab- 
Jare as.impious and Heretical, &c. given by our Adverſaries, 
that ſucha Decree or Prohibition 1s void and of no force. For, 
according to that interpretation of our Adverſaries, the fore- 
mentioned words of the Oath are to be taken compuratively, 
not aſſertively ; that is, not for abjuring that Dodtrine for 
Heretical , but ogely for 4s bad as Heretical :. jn the ſame 
manner as is commonly faid, that we detejt ſuch.an one as the 
Pevil, knowing full well, that he is not the Devil. So that, 
according to this acception, *tis. not neceſſary , that who 

takes 


the Oath of Allegeance. 


takes the Oath ſhould think that the DoCtrine there abjured 
is either impious, or Heretical ; nay, he may fully be perkua- 
ded that it is neither impioxs, nor Heretical : and he muſt 
think fo, if-thoſe words mult be taken comparatively, as ſome 
will have; for all compariſon is between diſtin& things. 
All which, I confeſs, does ſeem ſomewhat ſtrange to me. 
Neither doI ſee how, with truth, without Hyperbole, and 
according to the plain Senſe of the words, one can look upon a 
DoErine which is not Heretical, for as bad as if it were He- 
retical ; lince Hereſy is the blackeſt Cenſure, and what-ever 
Propofition is not Heretical , is leſs then Heretical. But 


wy preſent deſign is not to impugn the aforeſaid Interpretati- 


on ; what Iathrm is, that if ſuch an Interpretation be war- 
rantable, yet it cannot be gathered from the above-mentioned 
Decree, wherein the like expreſſion is uſed, viz. as erroxeons, 
and. contrary to the Word of God, that the Doctours of Paris 
did hold the Propoſitions condemned in that Decree to be er- 
roxeous, ſeditious,or contrary to the Word of God,Nay notwith- 
ſtandivg that Decree,they might,and mult think thole Propo- 
ſitions to be neither erroxeoxs, nor ſeditious, nor contrary tothe 
IVord of God, And if fo, of what force is this Decree, to prove 
that we may politively (wear, that the Pope has no Power to 
depole Princes ? 

73. Conlider, Fitthly, that ſince the Cenſures contained 
in the forementioned Decree are ſeveral, and the Propoliti- 
ons therein condemned are allo {everal,zit doesnot well appear 
which Cenfures fall upon which Propoſitions 3 or whether 
every Cenſure falls upon every one of them. It ſeems incre- 
dible, that thoſe Learned men ſhould cenſure as erroneous, 
ſeditious, and contrary to the Word of God, &c. this Propoti- 
tion, which is mentioned in the Decree, The Pope may with 


Temporal puniſhment chaſtiſe Kings and Princes for the crime of 


FHereſy:lince*tis wanifelt,that ſhould an Heretical.Prince be re- 
conciled.the Pope,or any other Confeſſarius wie ſhould recon- 
ctlc him, night impoſe upon him for the crime of Herely ſome 
corporal and temporal penance or punithment, enjoyning him 
to glvean Alms,to build an Hoſpital,or ſome {ach other work. 
F272: 
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74. Conſider, Sixthly, that the forementioned Book of 


SandQarellus was prohibited at Rome by the Pope before it was 


prohibited at Paris,as Spondanus, a French Authour, relates 3 
who alſo ſays, that the animoſities ofthe Univerſity of Paris 
againſt this Book did ariſe from ſome hidden ſeeds of Schiſm. 
Now our Adverſaries do not ſo much as pretend, that the 
Pope is for the Lawfulneſs of this Oath, or of opinion, that 
we may politively ſwear, that he has no Power whatſoever 
to depoſe Kings 3 though he prohibited that Book. Why 
therefore do they infer, that the Univerſity of Paris, becauſc 
it prohibies the ſame Book, is for the Oath ? 
75. Conſider, Seventhly, whether the Cenſures contained 
in the above-mentioned Decree may not be underſtood to 
condemn onely a Power in the Pope to depoſe Princes, ei- 
ther by reaſon of ſome Civill Inſufficiency in the Prince to 
govern, or ſome light cauſe mentioned by Saxttarellns, or 
upon the meer account of Hereſy or Apoſtaly, though they 
ſhould permit their Subje&s to enjoy Liberty of conſcience : 
which ſeems to have been the Do@rine of SandGarellas, It 
{o,then our calc is very different concerning the preſent Point. 
For neither Bellarmine, nor Peron, (againſt whom our Ad- 
verſaries do fo hotly inveigh,) do ſpeak of a meer Civill In- 
ſufficiency; neither do they affirm, that a Prince may lawful- 
ly be depoſed, meerly becauſe be is an Heretick,, unleſs more- 
over he forces his Subjects to beſo too, by perſecuting theme 
And yet,in the Oath, we are bound to ſwear, that the Pope 
has not any Power whatſoever, in any caſe pofſhble, to de- 
poſe an Hereticall Prince, whether he perſecutes his Subjects 
or not, 

75. Confider,Eighthly, that though in the forementioned 
Decree, Sanfareliy his Propolitions be condemned as contra- 
ryto the Word of God 3 yet this is not properly to condemn 
them (as our Adverſaries pretend) for Hereticall, unleſs they 
be declared as ſuch by the Church : as, to approve a Pro- 
polition as agreeable to the Word of God, is not to approve it 
as an Article of Faith , according to what above has been 
inſinuated. And there is ſcarce any Scholaſticall NOS 

O 


the Oath of Allepeance, 
of Divinity, wherein the Defenders of either fide do not 
endeavour to prove their Opinion out of Scripture and con- 
ſequently, they look uponthe oppolite Sentence as contrary to 
the Word of God: yet they are far from cenfuring it therefore 
as Hereticall, and often prohibited fo to doe. Nay, Pro- 
teltants, who affirm thoſe Tenets wherein we differ from 
them to be repugnant to Scripture, and pretend to prove 
they are fo 3 yet they do withall confeſs, that they are no 
Herelies. So that as wel] Proteſtants as Catholicks, accor- 
ding to the plain and common fenfe of the words, under- 
ſtand ſomewhat more by an Hereticall Opinion , then an 
Opinicn contrary ta the Word of God. 

77. Concerning other things relating to the Authority of 
France, contained in the ObjeQion 3 Confider, Firſt, that 
the Authour of a Book entitled Some few Bueftions concer- 
aing the Oath of Allegeance, page 8. fets down an Arreſt of 
the Parliament of Paris, wherein the Feſwits were ordered. 
(as he pretends) to ſubſcribe the forementioned Decree or 
Cenſure againtt SanGarellys his Book. But this is a great 
Miſtake, it the Arreſt be underfood of that Decree. For that 
Decree was made upon the 20. of April 1626. and the Arreſt 
was dated the 17", of March 1626, wherein the Jeſuits were : 
c ommanded to ſubſcribe within three days 3 fo that, accor- } ol _ 

. : , witas Gall 
ding to this account, they were to ſubſcribe a Decree 37 days 7,vad hanc 
before it was made : and the Cenſure of the Sorbox mentioned rem vide a- 
in the Decree was paſſed the 4th, of April 1626. (o that, pxd Mercur. 
were the Arreſt to be underſtood of this Cenſure, they were J<"s P48: 


to ſubſcribe 15 days before it paſt : which is ridiculous, Be- -.c, < wg 


fides, ſhould we grant, that the Feſwits had ſubſcribed the ann. 1626. 


forementioned Decree and Cenſure, we have already ſeen Nec probant 
how little that Decree, or the Cenſure therein contained does poi ag 
favour the Lawtulnelsof this Oath: and conſequently,neither 7,mſub- 
can the Subſcription of the Feſwits to ſuch a Cenſure and De- ſcripiſſe hats. | 
cree help much thereunto. For they would not therefore Fr9p- Fapa 
ſubſcribe or approve the Oath as it lies, nor affirm, that one { aca Ie 
might poſitively ſwear, that the Pope has no Power whatſo- ah 9  . 
ever to depole Princes 3 and much leſs, that one might gem. 


{wear, 
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ſwear, that he abjures the contrary as Hereticall: (all which 
is required in the Oath : ) ſince the Univerſity or Parliament 
of Parir never required any ſuch Oath or Subſcription. "Nay, 
one's Subſcription ſignifies no more, but that he thinksthe 
thing he ſubſcribes to be true : yet one may think a thing to 
be true, though he will not ſwear, nor counſell any other to 
{wear it is ſo. 

78. Conſider, Secondly,that there are ſome other Propofiti- 
ons alledged outof France in favour of this Oath, which are 
commonly held in that Kingdome viz. That his moſt Chri- 
{tian Majeſty does not receive bis Kingdome but from God,and his 
Sword — That he does not acknowledge any other Superiour in 
his Kingdome, but onely God : (which is to be underſtood 7x 
Temporalis; for he acknowledges the Pope to be his Superi- 
our ## Spiritualls, ) Now, even thoſe who refuſe the'Oath do 
confeſs the ſame of His Majeſty. Neither is an indire& and 
conditionall Power to depoſe Kings (which ſome aſcribe to 
the Pope in certain caſes ) inconliſtent with ſuch Preroga- 
tives. For every King has an indire& and conditionall 
Power or Right to wage war againft any other Sovereign, 
though he receives his Government immediately from God 3 
and to depoſe him too, in caſe he injures ſuch a King or 
his Subjects, as it is poſhble he may, and refuſes, when re- 
quired thereunto, to give any reaſonable ſatisfa&tion. What 
good Engl:ſp Subje& is there, who, in the late Dutch War, 
(which we ſuppoſe to have been juſt on our fide,,) would 
have ſworn, that His Majeſty had not Right and Power to 
Depole the States Generall, (whom we acknowledpe to be 
Sovereign, and to depend of God alone in Temporalls, ) and 
conſequently,to abſolve their Subjects from their Oath of Al- 
legeance made to them, in caſe they had perſiſted to refuſe to 
give His Majeſty the ſatisfaction that was due ? and what 
1atisfaction was due, His Majeſty was to be judge. So that, 
were this indirect Depoling power inconſiſtent with the So- 
vercignty of Princes, there would be no Sovercign Prince 
at all. And lince the Pope is Sovereign Temporall Prince of 
Rome, and its adjacent Territories, as even Proteſtants con- 


fe(s3 
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" feſs 3 he muſt havethe like indire& Depoling power,or right, 
which is inherent in every Sovereign Temporall Prince, 
as even our Adverſaries will not deny. And yet, if we 
take the Oath, we mult ſwear, or teſtify before God, (which 
certainly is to {wear,) That the Pope, acither of himſelf, nor 
by any Authority of the Church of Rome, has any Power to de- 
poſe Kings; that is, neither Temporall nor Spirituall, neither 
dire& nor indire&: for the Propoſition is Negative, and by 
conſequence denies all Power whatſoever. 

79, And here I cannot but ask our Adverſaries a queſtion ; 
which is, Whether either they or Proteſtants do afhrm, that 
all Wars whatſoever undertaken by Chriſtian Princes , 
(whereof ſome are ſiyled Defenders of the Faith, others 
Catholick Majeſties , others moſt Chriſtian Majeſttes, ) in 
Defence of the Orthodox Religion, againſt another 
Prince, a Perſecutour of the true Church , and decla- 
red to be ſuch by a lawfull and competent Judge, whether 
(I fay) they affirm, that all ſuch Wars are unjuſt and un- 
lawfull: and if not, whether the Pope may not declare a 
Sovereign Prince to be an Heretick, and a Perſecutour of the 
Church, it really he be ſuch : and whether, it he may make 
ſuch a Declaration, (as being a lawfull Judge in matters of 
that nature, according to the unanimous conſent of Catho- 
licks,) he may not alſo in that caſe invoke the help of ſome 
pious and powerfull Chriſtian King, (which is what is un- 
derſtood by authorizing him,) to ſtave off by arms the mani- 
telt injury done to his Sheep in Spiritualls : and if he may in 
that caſe invoke the help of ſome Chriſtian King to that 
effec, ( lince it is manifelt, that Ecclefiaſticks may in ſome 
caſes invoke the help of a Secular Power,) whether then 
the King fo invoked may not condeſcend to the Pope's re- 
queſt, and compell the Hereticall Prince, and Perſecutour, 
by force of arms, to deſifi from ſeducing his Subje&tsz and 
In caſe of refuſall, to proſecute the War (as he may all other 
juft Wars) till he has depoſed, him and conſequently abſol- 
ved his Subjes from their Oath of Allegeance. And it they 
grant all this, how can they counſel] us to ſwear, or the 

| ope 
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Pope neither by himſelf, nor with any other, bs any Power tg 
depoſe Kings, or to anthorize any forrein Prince 10 invade or an 
roy them,or their Countries? All which is involved in the Oath, 

$0. Conſider,” Thirdly, that becauſe the Gallican Church 


has ſuch Privileges or Liberties granted unto it, either by 
ſome particular Conceſſions of the Pope.or by ſome Contratt, 


 orotherwiſe 3 it does not therefore follow, that every other 


Church or Kingdome does enjoy the ſame Privileges or Li- 
bertics. For one Kingdome may have ſome particular Pri- 
vileges which anothcr has not : and perhaps we had here 
ſome particular Privileges.granted unto us trom Kome, which: 
were not granted in France. Among the Propolittons alled- 
gcd out of France concerning the Pope's Authority, anothcx 
is, (which ſcerns to be held in France, ) That the Pope can- 
a0t put an Interdi (which is a meer Ecclcliaſiicall Cenſure, 
as an Excommunication 1s ) either upon the French King, or 
bis Kingdome : and moreover, the Members of the Univerſi- 
ty of Paris do ſwear, that they will defend, among other 
Articles, that the ſaid Univerſity does 108 approve, that the 
Pope may depoſe Biſhops, or deprive them, though Eccleſiaſtical 


perſons, of their Eecleſiaſticall FuriſdiGion, contrary to the Li- 


berties aud Canons of the Gallican Church, commonly received in 
that Kingdome, And yet, ſure, even thoſe Catholicks who 
ſtand ſo much for the Oath, would think it ſomewhat harſh, 
it the Parliament ſhould force them to ſwear, that the Pope 
cannot depoſe a Catholick Biſhop of England, ( were there. 
any ſuch Biſhop, that deſerved to be depoſed 3 or that he 
cannot put an Interdi& upon this Kingdome: lince they onely 
pretend to deny the Pope any Juriſdiction over the Temporalls 
of the Kingdome, or to inflict Temporall puniſhments ; but 
not over the Spiritualls thereof,or to inflia Eccleſiaſticall pu- 
niſhments, ſuch as an Interdi&t is. Wherefore this conſe- 
quence is nul}; Such a Practice,or ſuch a Doctrine, is allowed. 
of in France, or for France z Therefore the ſame PraQice, or 
DoGrine, muſt be allowed of in England, and for England. 

Belides that the liberty which the French have concer- 
ning our preſent Debate is onely, that they may defend, 


that 
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that the Pope has no Power to depoſe Kings: which liberty 
is alſo given to our Engliſh, fince the Pope in the above- 
mentioned Bricfs does not declare expreſly, (as our Adverſa- 
ries falſely ſuppoſe he does, ) that he has any ſuch Power, 
or forbid us to hold or defend the contrary. 

$1. Conſider, Fourthly, whether, ſhould we grant,(which 
we do not) that there were in France a publick Oath for all 
. ſorts of people, wherein they do poſitively ſwear, that the 
Pope has not any Power to depoſe his moſt Chriſtian Majelty, 
whether ( 1 ſay) there would not be ſeverall particular Rea- 
ſons to refuſe ſuch an Oath as our preſent Oath is in England, 
conſidering the preſent condition thereof, which are of no 
force in France, to refuſe the like Oath. For we may pru- 
dently ſuſpe& here in England, that ſince the Framers of this 
Oath were mortall Enemies to the Pope and See of Rome, 
they have made ſuch frequent mention therein of the Pepe 
and See of Rome ( without ſpecifying any other Sovereign 
Temporall Prince, nay not fo much as containing them in 
generall terms 3 though there be as much need for His Ma- 
jelty to ſecure the Loyalty of his Subjects againſi other Sove- 
reigns, as againſt the Pope 3.) out of hatred and contempt of 
the Roman Church, the Papall Dignity, and the Pope's Su- 
premacy in Spiritualls : and fince they could not fo cafily 
bring Catholicks to deny it explicitly by taking the Oath of 
Supremacy, they intend to make them deny it implicitly, 
and under a colour of Civil Loyalty, inducing them to 
take this Oath of Allegeance. And that this was the 
deſign of the Parliament, is manifeſt, For they would have 
inſerted in the Oath @ Rexunciation of the Pope's power to Ex- 
communicate ;, whereby they would implicitly,even according 
toour Adverſaries judgment, have denied the Pope's Supre- 
macy. And though they left, out that Clauſe at King James 
his requeſt, yet there remains enough to make us prudently . 
ſuſpe&, tht the Oath was contrived in contempt of the Pa- 
pall Dignity. Now it isa conftant opinion among Divines, 
that when any thing, though it ſhould be indifferent of it 
ſelf, is required of us in contempt of any lawtull Dignity, we 
| P 2 are 
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are bound to refuſe it, though otherwiſe we might ſubmit 
unto it. 1t is related of ſome ancient Chriſtians, that they 
would rather die then ſwear by the Fortune of Ceſar ;, becauſe 
ſuch an Oath was required of them by the Pagan Emperours 
in contempt of the True God, to the end that they. who took 
it might be thought to acknowledge implicitly thereby, that 
Fortune was a Goddeſs: yet Chrittians may, it it be nece(- 
fary, ſwear by the Fortune of their Princes,*who are Chiilii- | 
ans. In like manner. ſhould an Arraz King require of his 
Subjects, that they ſhould (wear or ſubſcribe this Propotition, 
Chriſt s a Creature, they might juſily refuſe it, though that 
Fropoſition in rigour be true 3 becauſe they might prudently 
ſuſpe&, that the Arrians did require of them ſuch an Oath, 
or Subſcription,in contempt of the Divinity of our B. Saviour ; 
which they-denied,and endeavoured to prove their Aﬀertion, 
becauſe he was a Creature. Now nothing of this could be 
faſpeced: in France, where they are Romazx Catholicks, and 
own the Pope's Dignity and Supremacy in Spiritualls. 
$2.Morecover,the very Title of theA& wherein this Oath is 
inſerted, as above has been hinted, does infinuate, that it 
was inſtituted by publick Authority, as a diftinQive Sign, for 
to diſcover Roman Catholicks by the Refuſall thereof. Neither 
can it be ſaid, that the Framers of this Oath intended there- 
by onely to diſtinguiſh Loyall Catholicks from thoſe who 
are not ſuch : Firſt, Becauſe the Title makes no ſuch diſtin&i- 
on and 1 ſuppoſe that the Title was put in. by thoſe who 
framed the Ad, and-intended thereby. to declare their inten- 
tion. Secondly, Becauſe we might ſay. the ſame of diltinive 
Signs of Chrittians.inſtituted by Pagan Emperours, vis, That 
_ they were inſtituted by ttiem onely.to diſtinguiſh Obedient 
and Loyall Chriſtians from others who were not ſuch. For 
Chriſtians, who were put to. death by the Emperours for 
. not ſubmitting to the. publick Teſts ordained by. them , 
were faid-to be put to death for Diſobedience tg the Em- 
perours Edids: and many. of the Pagan Emperours did 
teign that they. could not be ſecure of. the Chriſtians; as ſome 
Proteſtants tcign. that they cannot be ſecure of Papilis: and 
conſe. 
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conſequently, thoſe Pagan Emperours might in the like man- 
nerhave required a compliance with thoſe Teſts, in order to 
their Security 3 as 7#liaz, the Apoſtata; required nis Chriſtian 
Souldiers to doe homage to his Standard, ( where heand Ju- 
piter were painted,) under pretence of the Reſpect due unto 
him. Thirdly, Becauſe Proteſtants are perſ[waded, that the 
very Principles of our Religion are inconlilient with Civil Al- 
legeance 3 and therefore inthe beginning of the forementioned 
AG, they look upon this Inconfittency as an infetion draws 
from our Religion : and conſequently, they intend this Oath 
for to diſtinguiſh Koman Catholicks from not Roman Catho- 
licks 3 or (which is the ſame) Catholicks who ſtick to their 
Principles, as by them underltood , from thoſe who do not. 
So that whoever takes this Oath, does, according to the 
Proteſtants Sentiment, renounce or deny. ſome Principle of 
the Roman Religion 3 though they require ſomewhat more 
for aperfe& Conformity to their Religion. 

$3.Now *tis certain,according to all Divincs,that it is never 
lawfull to comply with the diſtinctive Sign of a falſe Religi+ 
on,though the thing of it ſelf ſhould be lawfull or indifferent; 
as with the eating of Swines-fleſh in time of the Fews, and 
the burning of Incenſe before an Idoll; which might have 
been inſtituted as an affront : for ſuch Signs are onely arbi- 


trary. And yet ſhould there have been. the like Oath enacted Ko rhe 
in France, we could not prudently. (uſped&, that. it would p,c;.crum 


_ ever have been intended for a. diſtinctive Sign of Catholicks Facult. Sor- 
from not Catholicks. bon. ad cal- 


84, Again, our preſent Oath has been prohibited by ſeve- om Rapeet 
ral Briefs of the Pope particularly directed to the Catholicks es. 0 
of England: which is ſufficient to perſwade any good Em- San#tam Se- 
gliſþ Catholick to-acquieſce, and:forbear the taking thereof. 4m Apoſtolr- 
But fuppoling that the Oath framed. by. the Third Eſtate. of — @"4pnohg 
France had paſt; yet had it not been prohibited by the Pope, Fudiciali (u- 
there would not have been the ſame. reaſon to refuſe it in prem circa 
France as here. And ſure the French are ſo addicted to the tea que ſunt 
Pope, that had * he expreily prohibited them to take ſuch an F 2” me 
Qath, or to defend ſuch a Dodrine, they would have ſub- — M- 
P. 3 mitted _ 
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mitted thereunto; ſince we ſee that they ſubmitted to the 
Bull of Inzocent X, wherein the Five Propoſitions of Janſenius 
are condemned, and aſſented untoit, without expecting the 
Determination of a General Council, and though ſeverall 
perſons in France are ſuſpe&ed to have adhered to thoſe Pro- 
politions. 

85. Thebetter to explicate this Doctrine, let us ſuppoſe, 
that two perſons poſſels their reſpective Lands upon the ſame 
Title, and that one of them has been condemned by his law- 
- full Judge,as poſlething ſuch Lands upon an unjuſt Title : The 
other, who is not perſonally condemned, though his Title be 
no better,is not bound to take notice of ſuch a Condemnation, 
nor to deliver up his Lands,till he be perſonally condemned.In 
the like manner,though theEzgliſh are bound to forbear to take 
- this Oath, becauſe they are prohibited particularly to take it:yet 
the French, ſuppoling they have the likeOath,or teach the Doc- 
trine contained in our Oath, as they do not, would not be 
bound to take notice of ſuch a Prohibition, as not being di- 
rected unto them. Wherefore as it is not reaſonable, that 
the ſame liberty ſhould be permitted fo them who live in pla- 
ces infeed, as to others who inhabit places free from infec- 
tion 3 tothem who are in a tempeſt, as to thoſe who enjoy 
fair weather : So neither is it reaſonable, that we Engliſh, who 
live in a Kingdome infe&ed with Hereſy, and under a Perſe- 
cution, ſhould be permitted to have the ſame liberty as they 
have in Fraxce, where they publickly profeſs the Catholick 
Religion, and the Magiſtrates are free from the infeQion of 
Hereſy, and obedient Sons to the Church; and conſequently, 
what they determine concerning the Pope's Authority,cannor 
be ſuſpected to proceed from hatred to the Papall Dignity : 
whenas, on the contrary, fince our Magiſtrates are implaca- 
ble Enemies to the Pope, what they reſolve concerning the 
Pope's Power, may prudently be thought to proceed out of 
indignation againſt him, and with deſign to bring off Catho- 
licks by little and little from their Obedience to the Pope. 
And certainly, we ought to truſt rather a Friend, and to give 
Him more liberty,then an Enemy, WhencelI conclude, that 


What- 
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whatever our Adyerſaries produce out of the publick Acts or 


Decrees of the Parliaments and Univerſities of Fraxce,is of lit- 
tle or no force to juſiifie the taking our preſent Oath. 

86, Confider, Laſtly, that though our Adverfaries do 
boaſt, that ſome DoRtours of the Sorben, being conſulted 
about this Oath, have approved it as it lies3 yet I have never 
ſeen their Subſcriptions produced: and the Authvurs who 
have written hitherto for the Oath, make mention onely of 
thoſe publick Acts above quoted. TI remember , that thoſe 
' who heretofore defended the Nullity of the Marriage between 
Henry the Eighth and Queen Katharine, pretended to have 
Subſcriptions from the DoQtours of Pari in their favour 
yet all Catholicks now confeſs that the forementioned Mar- 
riage was valid, though the validity thereof has never been 
declared by a General Council, but one]y by particular Bulls 
or Briefs 3 as the Unlawfulneſs alſo of this Oath has been de- 
clared. Moreover, admit that ſome Doctours of Pars have 
approved this Oath as repreſented unto them 3 yet we ought 


to conſider how the Caſe was ſtated, For every one is not 
able to ſtate rightly a Caſe 3 and ſeveral times are left out 


ſome Circumſtances very material, which change the nature 


thereof, And particularly we ought to conſider, whether - 
the ſeveral Differences aſſigned above between England and - 
France, in relation to the preſent Debate, were taken notice- . 


of, wherewith French Divines might probably be unacquain- 


ted : and perhaps ſome of them were.ask*d onely concerning + 


the Pope's Power todepoſe Kings 3 which becauſe they de- 


nied, thoſe who propoſed the Quere preſently interred, that - 


they approved the whole Oath : which inference is ridiculous, 
as has been ſhewn. Now *tis certain, that the ſame Caſe 


differently ſtated requires a different Solution, Neither does - 


it appertain to a Divine, when he gives his opinion of a Caſe 
ſo ſtated, to examine whether it be rightly fiated or nor, 
Some Frexch ' Divines, having been asked , whether it be 
lawfull for Catholicksin Exgland to frequent the Proteſtant 
Churches, have anſwered in the affirmative, becaulce it is 
lawtull in Fraxce tor Catholicks. to goe to. the Hugaenors 
Churches: 


97. 
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Churches ; yet afterwards, being more particularly infor- 
med of our Laws and Cuſtomes, and - of the Pope's Brict 
prohibiting Exzgliþ Catholicks to frequent ſuch Churches, 
(which he has not prohibited to the Frexch,)) they have an- 
fwered and ſubſcribed the contrary. 

87. Beſides, ſhould we ſee the Subſcriptions of thoſe Doc- 
tours in favour of the Oath, if there be any, probably we 
ſhould find:them to be liable to the fame Exceptions as the 
publick Ads of France which are produced by our Adverſaries 
to the ſame intent. Finally, concerning the Sentiment of the 
ancient French Divines about this Point, I refer the Reader 
to the learned Oration of Cardinal Peron, delivered before 
the Third Eſtate of Fraxce, And admitting that ſome mo- 
dern French Divines do ſeem to favour the Oath : it the an- 
cient Divines be of the contrary Opinion, why ſhould we ac- 
quieſce rather to the Sentiment of the former then of the lat- 
ter eſpecially ſince the Opinion of the latter has been ſe- 
conded by the Pope's Briefs condemning the Oath ? 

E have been longer about this Point, becauſe I find that 
the chick or onely inducement of ſeveral perſons, to believe 
that the Oath may lawfully be taken, is this pretended Au- 
thority of Fraxce. 

88. If it be Obje&ed, laſtly, * That many learned Engliſh 
*© Divines have and do defend the Lawfulnefs of this Oath : 
*That ſeveral Ezgliſh Catholicks, Conſciencious men, have ta- 
* ken it: That the ancient Fathers of the Church were againſt 
* the Pope's Power to depoſe Kings: That ſo great an Autho- 
« rity as this is for the Lawfulneſs of the Oath cannot but 
"* make the Affirmative probable z and if it be probable that 
* the Oath may be taken, why may we not take it? eſpecial- 
*©ly fince it is praQically improbable, that it is lawfull to de- 
© prive a man of what he poſſeſſes, viz. a King of his King- 
© dome, upon a meerly probable Opinion? That it is no Arti- 
* cle of Faith, that this Oath is unlawfull, or that the Pope 
* has any Power to depoſe Princes; and -if ſo, why may we 
© not take the Oath, and ſwear poſitively, that the Pope has 
*no ſuch Power? Finally, That thoſe who impugn the Oath 
are 
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« are for the greater part Prieſts and Feſwiter, who depend of 
* the Court of Rome, who are carried away with Paſſion 
« and Intereſt, and who have never ſeriouſly conſidered the 
« merits of the Cauſe 3 and conſequently , are not to be 
* conſulted, nor hearkned unto, in this matter. 
89. Concerning the Divines, and other Authours, who 
defend or have defended the Lawfulneſs of this Oath , Confi- + 
der, Firſt, what Character Urban the Eighth gives of them, Paul V. 
in the Brief he publ.thed againſi this Oath, the zo. of May commanded 
1626, in theſe words; They who perſnade you otherwiſe , BR = 
(ſpeaking to Engliſh Catholicks,) propheſy unto you a lying hots Back 
Viſion and a fraudulent Divination. For ſooner ought the ſword ties from 
_ of the mighty to take from a Chriſtian his life, then his Faith, ſuch Pricſts 
Tea, if an Angel from Heaven teach you otherwiſe then the 4- - —_ 
poſtolick- Truth ,, let him be accurſed, Anathema fit. And ans he 
whether , ſhould His Majeſty give the like CharaRer of ir might be 
one of his Subjeas, in order to prevent the reſt from conſul-' raken, unlels. 
ting him, or following his Counſell in a certain civil matter, my rare 
he would deferve to be held for an obedient SubjeQ, who, jrem in the 
notwithſtanding His Majeltice's Prohibition, ſhould follow Bricfto the 
ſuch a-man's counſell in the very thing prohibited. Biſhop of 
90. Conſider, Secondly, that actually the Superiours of roy =cmmy 
the Clergy and of the Religious Orders here in England, Gs + af 
with ſeveral others of their reſpective Subjects, learned, con- Si quis aliter 
{ciencious and grave men, unanimouſly judge, that the Oath ocuerit, e3#s 
ought not to be taken, and publickly profeſs, that they are yp tag 


- a R > fontibus 
of this Judgment; whenas the Prieſts, who are of the con- LT. 


trary Opinion, (excepting one, who is in actual Diſobedi- ſed ex Fey- 
ence to his Superiours, to whom he has made a vow of Obe- Pt? puteis 
dience, and who for his Diſobedience has been excommuni.. #9#1"+ 
cated,) do not dare publickly to declare themſelves, though 
the diſadvantage (it any) lies here upon thoſe who are againſt . 
the Oath. - 

91+ Conſider, Thirdly, that whoever -is againſt any Part - 
or Clauſe of this Oath, may juſtly be alledged againſt this 
Oath 3 whereas no body can be alledged for the Oath, un- 
 tefs he be for all and every Clauſe thereof, as is-manifelt; 


Q Accor- 
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according to that common Maxime, Bonnum ex integra cauſa, 
Malum ex quocunque defefin, Nay, thoſe who are againſt 
the Oath need onely to ſhew, that ſomething therein contai- 
ned is at leaſt doubtfull 3 for a doubtfull Oath is unlawtaull ; 
' Whereas thoſe who defend the Oath mult prove, that what- 
ever is therein contained,as the immediate Object of theOath, 
is certain 3 for ſuch muſt be the immediate Obje& ofan Oath. 
And who will not rather think, that ſo many who are againlt 
the Oath will evince that ſomething therein contained is at 
leaſt doubtfull, then ſo few who are for it will prove that all 
things therein couched, and ſworn, are certain ? it being far 
eaſter to evince a thing to be doubtfull, then the contrary 
certain. 

92. Conſider, Fourthly , that even our Adverſaries do 
confeſs, that all the Scholaſtical Divines and all the Cano- 
'niſts, for about 500 years, have been againſi ſome Clauſes 
contained in this Oath and that even now there is ſcarce 
any Divine, and much leſs Canoniſi, (and to Divines and 
Canoniſis properly appertains the diſcuſſion of the Clauſes 
of this Oath under debate,) who dares to defend publickly 
the Lawfulneſs thereof. Neither is there any Catholick 
Authour, beſides ſome few of His Majeſtie's Subjects, either 
'Freach, German, or of any other Countrey, for ſo much as [ 
have been able to learn, who has printed any thing in defence 
of this Oath as it lies : whereas not onely His Majeftie's Sub- 
jeas, but alſo many forrein Authours, Spaniards, Italians, 
Germans,and Flemmings, have printed Books againſt it, even 
as it liess Now to ſay that all the Divines and Canoniſts 
-were in {o groſs an Errour, and for fo many years, no body 
daring to oppoſe them, till ſome few Prieſts of our Nation 
roſe up to diſabuſe the World, and prove, that all thoſe Di- 
vines and Canoniſts had not underſtood either the Scriptures, 
or the Councills, or the ancient Fathers, though in all pro- 
bability they were as much vers'd in them as theſe modern 
Divines z for them to ſay this, (I ſay) ſeems ſomewhat 
{irange, and ſavours not a little what the Proteſtants affirm 
concerning their pretended Reformation , viz. © That the 
** whele 
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« whole Church wzs involved for many hundred years in 
* groſs Errours, till Luther and Calvin came to diſabuſe the 
«© World,and to ſhew,that the DoGtours of the Church, for ſo 
<« many years, had been erroneouſly miſtaken in the true ſenſe 
< of Scripture. It ſeems alfo very [trange, what ſome of our 
Adverſarics inſinuate, that thoſe ancient Divines and Cano- 
niſts had not ſeriouſly , but perfuncorily conſidered the 
Points under debate in this Oath, though they write great: 
Tracts concerning them. What man can prudently think, 
that neither Bellarmine, nor Peron, nor Suarez, nay nor St. 
Thomas, nor any-other of fo many ancient and modern Di- 
vines, who have impugned this Oath, or ſome part thereof, 
have ſcriouſly ſtudied the Point, but onely ſlightly examined 
itz and that onely Withrington , Peter Walſh , and ſome 
others of their Caball, have throughly diſcuffed this matter, 
and ſeriouſly ſtudied it ? Tfit be reaſonable to reje the Au- 
thority of ſo many Grave and Learned Divines, upon ſuch a. 
precarious Suppolition as this is z why may not any one, upon . 
the ſame account , ſlight the authority of his Adverſary, 
faying that he has not ſeriouſly examined the Point under de-. 
bate 3 and that had he ſeriouſly pondered it, he would have 
been of the contrary perſuaſion ? 
93. Conlider, Fifthly, that Mr. Prefton, who writ thoſe. 
Books concerning this matter, publiſhed under the name of- 
Withrington, and the principal Champion for the Lawful- 
neſs of this Oath, as I am informed by a perſon worthy of all 
Credit, and one who was well acquainted with him, never 
took the Oath himſelf, nor adviſed any other to take it ; but 
onely writ thoſe Books, to ſhew, for the comfort of Catho- 
Iicks, what might be ſaid in favour thereof. The ſame Au- 
thour grants, that the Pope has Authority to order and dire Supplic. ad 
the Temporal affairs of Princes, and to impoſe upon them Paul. V. pag. 
Temporal puniſhments by way of a Precep?, or Prohibition, 95+ 4Ppend: 
ora Direfion, in order to their Spiritual'good 3 and'he in- Refponſ ad 
veighs againſt Skwulchenis, for accuſing him, as if he had- argum. Sua- 
denied the Pope ſuch a Power over-the Temporalls of Prin- rcZ. cont. ju- 
ces 3 and he faies, that there is no controyerly in the preſent 7%" 246+ 


Q. 2 Point, ** 
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Point, concerning the Pope's Power to command or prohi- 
bit Princes, even in Temporal affairs, with reference to the 
Spiritual good of themſelves or their Kingdoms. Neque de 
poteſtate Eccleſiaſtica precipiendi, ſed tantum coercendi, wlla in 
preſenti controverſia eft, Now this Authority which W:- 
thrington admits in the Pope over the Temporalls of Princes, 
ſeems obnoxious to the ſame difficulties which he objeds a- 
gainſt the coercive Power of the Pope, and 1s contrary to the 
Authority of the Faculty of Paris alledged above by our Ad- 
verſaries3 No# eſſe DoGrinam Facultatis, quod Summus Pon- 
tifex aliquam in Temporalia Regis Chriſtianiſſimi Authoritatem 
habeat. And certainly, if he has a direGive or preceptive Au- 
thority over the Temporals cf Princes, he muſt have ſome 
Authority over their-Temporals. 

94. Now conſider whether, fince V'ithrington and his Aſ- 
ſociates will not grant the Pope, as Supreme Paſtour of the 
Church,any Power or Authority which is not evidently dedu- 
ced out of the Precedents which Chriſt and his Apoſiles have 
left in Scripture, whether (I lay) this preceptive, probibitive, 
and direfiive Power over the Temporalls of Princes, which 
Withrington grants the Pope, can be better declared out of the 
Precedents left in Scripture by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, (for 
when did any of them exerciſe ſuch a Power over Temporal 
Princes in Civil matters ? ) then the coercive power, which 
he denies the Pope. And conſider farther, whether the fore- 
mentioned Power be not in. effeQ the ſame with the coercive 
Power. Forifthe Pope may juſily, in ſome caſes, and in 
order to the Spiritual good ofa Nation, command a King to 
deſift from perſecuting his Subje&s upon the ſcore of Religi- 
on, or ctherwiſe tolay down his Government, and prohibit 
his Subjes, in caſe he goes on in perſecuting them upon that 
account, to bear him Civil Allegeancez how can they ſwear, 

. that, . #otwithſtanding any Sentence made or granted, or to 
be made and. granted, by the Pope , or his Amthority, .a- 

 gaiuſt their Prince, they will bear bim true Allegeance ? ' For 
certainly all juſt Precepts are to be obeyed; and doubt- 
leſs Kings will be as unwilling to grant this prohibitive or pre- 

| | ceptive 
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ceptive Power to the Pope over their Temporalls, as the co- 
ercive Power. For they do not ſo much fear what the Pope 
can doe againſt them by force of Arms, as by force of Precepts 
and Prohibitions, | 
95. Beſides, the Authour of the Queſtions concerning the 
Oath ſeems to grant, that the Pope may, 'in ſome extrava- 
gant caſc of abſolute neceſſity, to detend the Spirituall wel- g....,., . 
fare of thoſe who are committed to his charge, and aQing prear defen- 
onely by a Commiſſion derived from neceſſity, depoſe Princes; der of the 
as one may juſtly take away his neighbour's life, when, un- Oath, in his 
juſtly attacqued by him,he cannot otherwiſe defend his own - 
life. Now this is all that Bellarmine affirms. For he does ted ar Paris 
not grant the Pope Authority to depoſe Princes, but in caſe 1659. 9. 13: 
of an abſolute neceſſity , of defending his Flock from being 17 Canc-2. 
infected by their Prince with Herelie. And if they grant 509 5, 
this Power to the Pope, how do they affirm, that we may 4, NS be 
ſwear, that the Pope has not any Power or Authority,in any faies as much 
caſe poſſible, to depoſe Princes? So that, if what the chief 25 Beſlarmine 
Maintainers of the Oath teach concerning the Depoſing pow- ouker hag : 
er be duely lifted, we ſhall find, that in effe& they grant power. 
what they ſeem to deny 3 or at leaſt that they grant enough 
torender the taking of this Oath unlawfull. 
. 96. Conſider, Laſtly, whether, when it manifeſtly ap- 
pears, that the ground whereonan Authour proceeds is falſe, 
or inconclufive, any account is to be made of the Opinion or 
Judgment of ſuch an Authour. Andit not, then let us brief- 
ly conſider the main Reaſons whereon the Defenders of the 
Oath bottome their Sentiment. It is far from my intention, 
to defend, that the Pope has Authority to depoſe Princes : 
my deſign onely is, to examine the Reaſons whereby ſome 
Authours do endeavour to ſhew, that the Pope has no ſuch 
. Authority. For let an Opinion be never ſo good, yet ſome 
may ground it ill, | 
97. The common Reaſon therefore whereon moſt of thoſe 
Authours, who impugn the Pope's Depoſing power, do 
ground themſelves in:this Point, is,- © That a meer Spiritual 
** Power, ſuch as is onely-granted the-Pope over all Chri- 
Q 3 * ftendome, 


Joan. 18.36. 
Matt. 1034s 


Matt. 21,12» 


A&.cap.s. 


The Third Treatiſe againſt 
© ttendome, in no caſe poſſible, does extend it ſelf to any 
« Temporall thing. This Reaſon does not ſhew, that the 
Pope, as Temporall Prince of Rome , has not an indired 
Right and Power to depoſe Kings, in ſome caſes3 ſuch a Pow+ 
er being inherent to every Sovereign Prince : and yet if one 
takes this Oath, he mult ſwear , that the Pope neither by 
himſelf, nor otherwiſe, has any Power whatſoever to de- 
poſe Kings. So that whoever takes this Oath, does, accor- 
ding tothe common ſenſe of the words, (and he {wears he 


takes them ſo,) implicitly deny the Pope to be Sovereign 


Temporall Prince of Rome, becauſe he denies him ſomething 
inherent and proper to all Sovereign Princes. 

98. Moreover, a mcer Spirituall Power may extend it 
{clf in ſome caſes to Temporall things; and the contrary is 
manifeſtly falſe. And even our Adverſaries confeſs, (as has 
been ſeenabove,) that the Pope's meer Spirituall Power may 
extend it {elf to Temporall things per modum diredionis aut 
precepti, Chriſt and his Apoliles either had no Temporall 
Power whiles they lived, or at leaſt did not exerciſe it, but. 
onely a meer Spirituall Power : Regaum meam nou eft de hoc 
mundo : and yet he ſaies, Non veni pacem mittere, ſtd oladi- 
#m ; I did not come to bring peace, but the ſword, and to 
cauſe a ſeparation between the nearelt relations 3 as between 
Mother and Daughter, Brother and Siſter,and ſuch like, who 
are tied one to the other by the Law of Nature, as Subjects 
are tied to their Sovereign : which is to be underſtood, when 
a reciprocall communication between them is prejudiciall to 
their eternall Salvation. Our Saviouralſo uſed a Temporal! 
Powerand force, to caſt out thoſe who with buying and 
{clling profaned the materiall Temple of God 3 as Hereticks- 
profane with their Herefies the Souls of men, the Spirituall 
Temples of God. St. Peter gave Sentence of death againſt 
Ananias and Sapphira; and God miraculouſly concurred to 
the execution thereof : as he does miracles ſometimes to 
confirm the Sentences iſſued by the Paſtours of the Church. 
The power of Excommunication, which is allowed the Pope 
and other Prelats, is meerly Spiritual, as all confeſs ; and 


yet, 
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yet, in ſome caſes, it extends it ſelf to deprive the perſon 
excommunicated from all Civil Communication with others, 
due unto them by the Law.of Nature according to what 
has been alledged above out of Scripture. Neither can it be 
faid, that ſuch a puniſhment was impoſed upon Excommu- 
nicated perſons by the conſent of Temporall Princes. For 
what Temporal Prince was there in the time of the Apoſtles, 
who granted any ſuch effe& to their Excommunication) fince 
the Temporall Princes then living were Perſ<cutours of Chri- 
ſtjanity ? 

- 99. Beſides, a Confeſſarius has meer Spirituall power over 
his Penitentz and yet, ſure, he may enjoyn ſome corporal 
and temporall Penance, ( as has already been hinted, ) and 
oblige him, or declare him obliged, to make ſuch a reſtitu- 
tion, or to forbear the going to ſuch a place, where the occa- 
fion of his ruine was:All which things are Temporall. A Wife, 
who cannot live with her Husband without imminent dan- 
ger of being perverted by him, is bound to quit his company, 
and deprive him of the right he has over her, though meerly 
Temporall and Carnall : and ſhe may be commanded by her 
Spirituall Dire@our todoeſo. And ſure there is as great a 
Tie between a Wife and her Husband, thoughin a different 

kind, as between a Subject and his Prince. 

100. Again, what Kingdome is there, where meerly Spi- 
rituall crimes, as Herefie, Apoſtafie , Blaſphemy, &c. are 
not puniſhed, by the Law, with ſome Temporall Puniſh- 
ment, either of Death, or Impriſonment, or Baniſhment, or 
Confiſcation of goods, or ſuch like? Certain it is, that in 
Erglaxd there are ſeverall Puniſhments ena&ted by the Law 
againſt Spirituall crimes, and in matters of Religion, asit 
appears by ſo many Penall Laws eſtabliſhed againſt Recuſants: 
yea, whoever is Excommunicated here in England, is depri- 
ved, according to the Law, of power to plead, or ſue ano- 
ther for what is due unto him, So that Proteſtants, doubtleſs, 
are not of opinion, that one cannot be Temporally puniſhed 
by a meer Spirituall Power, or upon a meer Spirituall ac- 
count, | | ; 


101, If 
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101. If it keobjeed, © that Temporal! Princes have en- 
*« 2&ed ſuch Laws againſt Spirituall crimes as prejudicialt 
* to the Temporall Good of their SubjeRs 3 or becaule at leaſt 
<« Chriſtian Princes are impowered, by feverall Titles allowed 
&© them,to defend by their Temporall Forces the Church, and 
« to puniſh crimes deſtrudtive to Faith : I an{wer,that,accor- 
ding to this ObjeQion, the Pope may deprive one of ſome 
Temporall thing, ( if nothing elſe do hinder it,) when it is 
prejudiciall to the Spirituall Good: of Chaiſtians : for he is 
inveſted alſo with ſeverall Titles, which enable him'to dire& 
the Temporalls of Princes in order to their Spirituall good,or 
the Spirituall good of their Nation ; Becauſe if a meer Tem- 


- porall Power (ſuch as we onely aſcribe to Kings) can extend 


it ſelf to the Temporall puniſhment of a meer Spiritual! 
crime, { when itis preudiciall to the Temporall good, the 
Judgment of. which crime does not belong to the Temporall 
Court 3.) why may not a meer Spirituall power (ſuch as we 
attribute onely to the Pope over all Chriſtendome) enjoyn, 
in certain caſes, (if there be not ſome other obſtacle,) a Tem- 


- porall puniſhment, or depriveof ſome Temporall thing, in 


order toa Spirituall end ? the Execution of which-puniſh- 
ment, and the Deprivation of which thing, belongs to the 
Temporall Prince. And fo we fee, that the Ecclefialtical}] 
Power does, and may juſtly, in ſome. caſes, invocare auxilium 
brachii ſecularis, (invoke the aſſiſtence of the Secular Power,) 
in order to infli ſome Temporal} puniſhment upon the ac- 
count of ſome Spirituall crime, 

102, Yet farther, The power of Excommunicating(which 
is meerly Spirituall) may in ſome caſes extend. it ſelf to pu- 
niſh meer. Civill.crimes 3 as may be made appear- by. ſeverall 
inſtances : why may not therefore, in the like manner, a meer 
Spirituall.power extend it ſelf, in fome caſes, to inflict a 
Temporall puniſhment ? . Ared a meer Temporal] Power alſo 
may, in certain caſes, extend it (elf to puniſh Eccleſiaſticall 
Princes, who are exempt from the ordinary Civill Jurifdidti- 
on: Why therefore, on the contrary, may not a meer Spiri- 
tuall Power extend it (cIf to puniſh, in ſome caſes, Tempo- 
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rall perſons, and with Temporall puniſhments , at leaſt by 
the Aſſiſtence of Civil Magiſtrates? For Temporalls are not 
out of the rezch of the Spiritual] Power, more then Spiritu* 
 alls are out of the reach of the Temporall Power. 

103. Finally, the ftouteſt Maintainers of the Oath, and 
the greateſt Impugners of the Pope's Power to depole Princes, 
cannot deny, but that a Subje& who is perſecuted by his 
Prince upon the ſcore of his Religion, and is in imminent 
danger of being perverted, may lawfully flic, and ſtea] away 
into a forrein Country, according to the ancient practice of 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and the Primitive Chrittians, and 


according to thoſe words of the Goſpell, Cm autem perſe- Marc.10.23« 


quentur vos in civitate iſta, fugite in aliam 3 and this even a- 
gainſt his Prince's expreſs prohibition : and his Spirituall 
Direours may counſell him, or enjoyn him, to doe ſo : and 
conſequently, ſuch a man may lawfully, in that caſe, de- 
prive his Prince, upon a meer Spirituall account, (viz. the 
Salvation of his Soul, ) of a naturall-born Subject 3 which be- 
longs to the Temporalties of the Prince. Yea, what Prieſt 
or Lay-Catholick is there, even among thoſe who are ſo hot - 
tor the Oath, and againſt the Pope's Depoling power, pre- 

tending thereby to fignalize with particularity their Loyalty 

to the King, who does not tranſgre(s, and thinks he may do 

{o lawfully, upon ſome Spirituall account , ſeverall Civil 

and Temporall Laws, enacted by the King and Parliament 

againſt Popiſh Recuſants 3 either ſending over their Children 

beyond Seas, againſt the expreſs Laws of the Realm 3 or 

tarrying in the Kingdome, againſt ſeverall Proclamations of 
His Majeliy 3 or doing many other meer Temporal! things 

prohibited unto Papifts by the Law? 

- 104, All which inftances, moſt whereot are granted by 

our Adverſaries, do evidently evince, That Spirituall and 
Temporall things are not ſo vaſtly different, that they can- 

not, in any caſe poſſible, interfere the one with the other: 

That it is not always unlawfull to deprive one of a Tempo- 

rall thing upon a meer Spirituall account 3 and that a meer 

Spirituall Power may, in ſome caſes, extend it felt cto Tem- 
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porall things: and conſequently, That this proof of the fore- 

mentioned Aſertion, viz. that the Pope has not Power to 

depoſe Kings in any caſe poſſible, is manifeſtly falſe, and of 
no force, whatever the Aﬀertion be in it ſelf. Neither do 

I fay, that, becauſe a Spirituall Power may, in ſome caſes, 

extend it ſelf to Temporalls, it may therefore Depoſe Kings 3 

but onely, that it is not a good Reaſon to prove, that the 

Pope cannot depoſe Kings in any caſe whatſoever, becaule a 

meer Spirituall Power can in no caſe polſible extend it (elt to. 
Temporalls. | 

105. Another Reaſon very common among thoſe who 
defend the Oath, and deny the Pope s Depoling power, is, 
« Becauſe ncither the Unlawfulneſs of the Oath, nor the 
&* Pope's Power to depoſe Kings, is any Article of Divine 
* Faith, Whence they infer, that one may lawfully take the 
Oath, and, by conſequence, ſwear poſitively , that the Pope 
has no ſuch Power. Now let any one judge, whether this 
conſequence be not manifeſtly null : Such a thing is no Arti- 
cle of Faith > Therefore we may lawfully (wear the contra» 
ry. It is no Article of Divine Faith, that His Majely is 
King of Great Britanny : ſhall we therefore ſwear, that He is- 
not? It is no Article of Faith, that the Pope is Sovereign 
Temporall Prince of Rome : and yet neither Proteliant nor 
Catholick will ſwear, that he is not. The reaſon is, be- 
cauſea thing may be certain, though no Article of Faith 3-or- 
at leaſt doubtfull ; and -one cannot lawfully ſwear what is. 
talſe, or doubtfull. 

106. And as for our preſent caſe z Thoſe who detend the 
Pope s Power to depoſe Kings, in ſome cafes, do not unani+ 
mouſly affirm, that it is an Article of Faitn, or that it is ex- 
prefly defined as ſuch by any Generall Council, or by the. 
univerſall Conſent of the Church : but ſome of them endea- 
vour to prove it out of Scripture, as a meer Theological! 
Fruth;z others deduce.it from Preſcription 3 others from a_ 
Donation or Agreement made between Catholick Princes ; 
alledging to this purpoſe that famous Canonicall Conſtitution 
of the Council of Lateran under Innocent the Third, afſen- 
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ted unto by the Embaſſadours and Plenipotentiaries of all 
or moſt Catholick Princes of thoſe times, preſent at the 
Councill. | 

107. At leaſt it does not ſeem impoſſible, that Catholick 
Princes, out of hatred to Herelie, and zeal for the conſerva- 
tion of the Catholick Religion, ſhould make a League among 
themſelves, that if any of them ſhould become an Heretick, 
and ſhould be declared as ſuch by the Pope, (to whom, as all 
Catholicks confeſs, belongs the Authority of Declaring one 
an Heretick,) it ſhould be lawfull for the reſt, in that caſe, 
to attacque the Tranſgreſſour,and force him by their Arms to. 
recant and in caſe ofrefuſall to proſecute the War till they 
have Depoſed him, and Abſolved his SubjeRs from their 
Oath of pon ame And what is agreed upon ſo by the 
common Conſent of Princes,cannot be recalled, but by their 
common Conſent. This caſe (I ſay) does not ſeem impoſ- 
ſible. Now the Pope in that caſe, by declaring ſuch a Prince 
an Heretick, does as it were authorize the reſt of the Allies to 
attacque himz and in caſe he refuſes to recant,to Depoſe him ; 
though he is not then ſo properly Depoſed by force of the 
Pope's Declaration, as of the Contract made between thoſe 
Princes: Suppoſe that ſome zealous Proteſtant ſhould en- 
tail his Eſtate upon his heirs with this Condition, That if 
any of them ſhould quit the Proteſtant Religion, and ſhould 
be declared by the Archbiſhop of Canterbury (whom Prote- 
ſtants acknowledge here in Exglaxd as their Primate )) to 
have quitted Proteltancy, his inheritance ſhould paſs to the 
next heir. Now if the Archbiſhop ſhould declare in this 
caſe, that ſuch an one who poſleſt that Eſtate had quitted the 
Proteſtant Religion, he would deprive him, or rather de- 
clare him deprived of his Eſtate, though the Archbiſhop has 
no Authority, in rigour, to deprive any man cf his Eſtate, 
And in this cafe ſuch a man would be deprived of his Eſtate, 
rather by force of the Entailment, then of the Archbiſhop's 
Declaration. 

108, Finally, Proteliants do commonly confeſs, ( to re- 
turn to the main Point,) that the Points wherein they differ 
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from us, as, No Purgatory, No Tranſubſtantiation, No Invo- 
cation of Saints, and ſuch like Negatives, are no Articles of 
Faith and yet they are far from poſitively {wearing the con- 
trary. | 

| Whine I conclude, that the forementioned Reaſon of 
theſe Authours is manitfelily falſe : For it runs thus. When- 
ſoever any thing is no Article of Faith, the contrary may po- 
{itively be {worn : But the Pope's Power to depole Kings is 
no Article of Faith: Therefore we may politively ſwear, 
that he has no ſuch Power. The Major Propoſition 1s ma- 
nifelily falſe, as has been ſhewn. 

109. Another main Argument, which the Defenders: of 
the Oath makea great account of in order tu deny the Pope's 
Depoling power, is, © That our Saviour did not come into 
* the World to deprive other men of their Temporal Domi- 
© nions, (Regnum meum non eſt de hoc mundy ; ) and much 
* leſs to deprive Kings of their Kingdoms, ( No# eripit mor- 
« talia, ©uiregna dat celeſtia,) Hence they infer, that the 
Pope has no ſuch Power, for his Power muſi be immediately 
derived from Chriſt, whoſe Vicar he is. To this Argument 
Lanſwer, Firſt, That it is manifeſtly falſe, that the Authori- 
ty of Chrift and his Apoſiles did not extend it felt, in ſome 
caſes, to the Deprivation. of Temporals as has been proved. 


Secondly, That the Pope and other Biſhops have the Tempo- 


ral Sovereignty of ſeveral places,granted unto them by Tem- 
poral Princes, or otherwiſe acquired though neither our Sa- 
viour.nor his Apoſtles had any {uch Sovereignty. Wherefore 
this Conſequence is null, Chriſt had no ſuch power 3 There- 
fore the Pope has it not: and yet in the Oath weare bound 
to ſwear, that the Pope has not any . Power whatſoever to - 
depoſe Princes, derived from Chriſt, or any body elſe. Third- 
ly, That out of thoſe words ofthe Scripture, and the Hymn 
of the Church, is not proved, that our Saviour . had no Au- 
thority, in ſome extraordinary caſe, to deprive Kings of their 
Dominions, Certain it is, that God has not given me this 
lite to kill my neighbour: yet in ſome extravagant caſe, when 
I-cannot otherwiſe detend my. own lite, I may lawtully kill 
him. 
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him. ?Tis alſo certain, that His Majeſty was not made 
King of England, to take away from other Princes their Domi- 
nions : yet He may doe it,if otherwite He cannot detend His 
Subjects. Neither did Chriſt come to damn any one out of 
his primary intention, but to ſaveall 3 as is evident from fe- 
veral places of Scripture : and yet he does, and may juſtly, 
condemn men, who will be obitinate, to eternal puniſhments. 
In like manner, his primary delign in coming into the world 
was not, to ſeparate a man from his Wite, a Son from his Fa- 
ther, or Brother from his Siſter 3 for he commands all, eſpe- 
cially Relations, to keep union and due correſpondence a- 
mong themſelves : and yet *tis ſaid of him in Scripture, No#x 
veni pacem mittere, ſed gladium, I did not come to bring 
peace, but divifion, and to make a (eparation between man 
and Wite, Father and Son, Brother and Siſter, when the 
Communication with them is deſtructive to their Salvation : 
and yet *tis certain, that Subjects are not more expreſly com+ 
manded in Scripture to honour their Sovereigns, then Chil- 
dren are commanded to honour their Parents, and Wives to 
obey their Husbands. 

110. If our Adverſaries obje&, That the caſes alledged by 
us here and above, to prove that- Chriſt and his Apoſiles did 
ſometimes exerciſe their Power over Temporals, or deprive 
others of ſome Temporal thing, did proceed, not from an or- 
dinary, but an extraordinary Power 3 and by conſequence, 
hence cannot be inferred, that the Pope has any ſuch Power, 
fince he ſuceceds Chriſt, and his Apoſiles, in their ordinary 
Juriſdidion onely:. To this I anſwer, That all the caſes at 
Icaft alledged by us are not fuch. For the Power to deprive 
one, by Excommunication,- of all Civil converſation, and 
to ſeparate a man from his Wife, in certain caſes, is inherent 
in the Pope according to his ordinary Juriſdiftion. That 


the forementioned Inttances do ſhew, that though Chrift*s 
Power upon carth was meerly Spiritual, ard his Kingdom 
was not of this World yet he exerciſed ſometimes his Pow- 
er over Temporals : which was the main intent, for which 
I alledged thoſe Precedents of Chrift and his Apoliles, Fi- 
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nally, That it is a very extraordinary caſe, for Popes to De- 
poſe Kings, and even (which is much leſs) to Excommu- 
nicate them 3 and thoſe who derive the Pope's Depoſing 
power from-Chriſt, affirm, that he has received that Power 


onely for ſome extraordinary and extravagant caſes, 
I1t. And here Icannot but refle& upon theſe Authours, 


 whoimpugn the forementioned Power in the Pope. They 
- require their Adverſaries to ſhew out of Scripture the King- 


dethroning Power : it they cannot ſhew it thence, then they 


| triumph, and conclude, that the Pope has no ſuch Power : 


though that inference be null, as we have infinuated, If 
they produce out of Scripture ſeveral Inſtances to prove, that 
Chris and his Apoſtles Power did extend it (elf ſometimes to 
Temporals; then they anſwer, that ſuch caſes were extraoy- 


dinary 3 and conſequently, that they ought not to be brought 


as proofs of any ſuch Power in the Pope. So that, though 
Chriſt had exerciſed never ſo great Temporal Power, and had 


| Depoſed more Kings then ever Popes did depoſe, or pretend 


to depoſe z they might with the ſame Anſwer put them all 
off, ſaying, that they were extraordinary caſes, and procce- 


| ded from an extraordinary Juriſdiction. 


112, There follows another Reaſon, of great value among 
the Impugners of the Pope's Power to depoſe Kings and it 
is, © That there cannot be found in all Antiquity, till Grego- 
* yy the VII. his time, one precedent for any ſuch Power in 
<*the Popez whereas Chriſtians were perſecuted as much by 
* Pagan Emperours, as they are or have been perſecuted by 


 « Heretical Princes: Neither had the ancient Chriſtians leſs 


**courage or zeal for their Religion, and the conſervation 
© thereof, then the modern. But, whatever the opinion of the 
Pope's Power to depoſe Kings be , this Reaſon is not (olid, 
Firſt, Becauſe thoſe who ground the forementioned Power up- 
cn Preſcription,or an Agreement made between Princes, can 
calily anſwer, that in time of the Pagan Emperours there was 
no ſuch Preſcriptionor Agreement made 3 and conſequently, 
that it is no wonder, if in their time no ſuch Power was ex- 
erciſed, Secondly, Becauſe, ſince the Depolition was to be 


put 
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put jn execution by the help of ſome Chriſtian Prince, there 
was not, for a long time, any Chriſtian Prince at all, or any 
one ſo powerfull, that could put it in execution: and conſe- 
quently.thePope's Sentence,if he had iflued forth any againfta 
Pagan Emperour, would upon this account have been inlig- 
nificant ; neither would the Pagan Subjects have taken no- 
ticeof it 3 and the Chriltian Subje&s were, many times, ſo 
inconfiderable, that had they taken notice of it, or not, it 
would have been of little concern. 

113. Thirdly, Becauſe *tis no good Argument, Such a 
Power was not exerciſed till ſuch a time 3 Therefore there-- 
was no ſuch Power till ſuch a time. The exiſtencv &; one 
onely A& does neceſſarily infer the exiſtencv 57a Power for 
it: but the denial of ſeveral, yea of 2! Ads, appertaining to 


ſuch a Power, though for ſ97ne long time, does not neceſſa- 
rily infer the denial of ſuch a Power. For a Power, eſpeci- - 
ally to extraordinary caſes, may lie dormant for a long time. 
The Power to Excommunicate Princes nominatim is certainly . 
derived from Cbriſt ; and yet we find very few Precedents in - 
ancient times of any ſuch Excommunication. - And ſome 
have reflected very well, as above we hinte4, that there is - 
not one Inftance of an Heretical Pririce, who was alwaies 
brought up in Hereſy, Excomraunicated nominatim : and . 
yet even thoſe who deriy the Pope any Power to depoſe .. 
Kings, afhxm. "at he may Excommunicate aominatim {uch - 
Princes, 

114. Fourthly, I donot remember to have read, that ei- 
ther Feian the Apoſtata, or any of the Arrian Rings, were. 
ſpeciatim Excommunicated; and yet, ſure, there. was a 
Power to Excommunicate them; yea and they deſerved it 
too. Why therefore do theſe Authours infer, . that, becauſe - 
ſeveral Kings, who perſecuted the Church, were not Depo- - 
ſed, there was no Power to depoſe them ? Such athing was - 
not done z Therefore it might not lawfully have been done; | 
is no good Conſequence. There was no General Council held . 
in the Church for many hundred years after Chriſt, till the 
Firſt General Council, which was that of Nice 3 though there 
were 
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were ſeveral Herefies, and many zealous Popes, in thoſe 
times: ſhall we therefore conclude, that the Popes had no 
Authority to call a General Council derived from Chriſt ? or 
ſhall we alledge the continuance of three hundred years with. 
out a General Council, to prove that there is no Power in the 
Pope to call ſuch a Council? And if a Power could lie dor- 
mant, by reaſon of certain Circumſtances, for three hundred 
years, why not- for ſome years more? So that, becauſe the 
Popes did not exerciſe, for many hundred years, a Power to 
depole Kings, it does notfollow, that they werenot inveſted 
with any ſuch Power, 
r15. Icloſe up this Point with another Reaſon, which is, 
© That the Impugners of the Pope's Depoling power cannot 
« underſtand, as they will needs perſuade us, what diffe- 
& rence can be between a dire Power and an indiref Power: 
< and fince they are convinced that the Pope has no dire 
<© Power to depoſe Princes, as even Bellarmine confeſles, they 
© infer, that he neither has an i#dire& Power to doe it. For 
<* what matters it,ſay they, to make the miſchiet the leſs, whe- 
* ther one's eyes be beaten out by a dired ſtroke from a Ten- 
* nis-ball, or by a Bricol ? In anſwer to this Dithculty 3 No 
body denies but that, if a Prince be really Depoſed, the e&t- 
te& is the ſame, whether he was Depoſed by a dire&, or in- 
dire Power: and this is all the infiance they bring does a- 
-mount to, For certainly, *tis harder, more extraordinary, 
and more skill is required to ſtrike a fet mark by Brico?, then 
by a dired ſtroke of a Tennis-ballz and were one to ſtand the 
- one or the other ſtroke, ſure .he would rather ſtand a Bricol 
then a dire ſtroke. Moreover, there is a vaſt difference be- 
tween a dired and an indireg Power to depoſe Kings 3 and 
ſo palpable, that (ſure) theſe Authours could not chuſe but 
perceive it, Is there not a great difference between the Pow- 
cr His Majeſty has to depoſe, or recall a Lord-Lieutenant of 
Irelazd, and to depoſe a forrein Prince, when he cannot 0- 
therwiſe defend His Subjects ? between the Right every one 
has to make uſe of what is his own, and tomake uſe of what 
belongs to another, in caſe of extreme neccſlity ? between 


the 
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the right one has tocut off his hair,and tocut offhis arm, when 
otherwiſe the whole body would periſh ? between the power a 
man aas to put away his Servant,and to put away his Wife, 
from cohabiting with him, in ſome extraordinary caſe ? Cer- 
tainly,ſuch Powers are very different 3 and as different is a di- 
red or abſolute Power, from an ixdired or conditional Power 
onely,to depoſePrinces. The former is inconſiltent with the So- 
vereignty of a Prince,but not the latter. A dired and abſolute 
Power is eaſily, often, and many times at the meer pleaſure of 
him that is inveſted therewith, put in execution: whereas a pure 
indireG Power is ſeldome reduced to praQice,and in ſome ex- 
travagant caſe onely, Hence deduce, that the indireF Power 
over Princes, which ſome attribute tothe Pope, is not in- 
conſiſtent with their Security, nor with the Duty and Reſpe& 
due unto them, Forcertainly one Prince may be ſecure of 
another Prince; and yet every Prince has an indire& Power 
to depoſe any other Sovereign, incaſe it be neceſſary for the 
defence of his own Subjects. Any one that walks in the 
ſtreets may be ſecure, that I will not take away his life; and 


yet I havean indire& Power to kill him, if he attaques me 


unjuſtly, and I cannot otherwiſe defend my felt. 
116, And as for the reſpe& due to Princes, Catholick Di- 
vines affirm more of the Pope, concerning this Point, (with- 
out being therefore charged with Diſreſpe& toward him, ) 
then of meer Temporal Princes, For they openly defend, 
that ſhould the Pope become an Heretick, ipſofa&o he would 
ceaſe to be Popes and ſhould he perſiſt to retain the Papall 
Dignity, Chriſtian Princes might compel! him by force of 
arms to quitit: and yet they do not affert, that a King , 
meerly becauſe he becomes an Heretick, ipſo fa&o ceaſes to be 
King, or that hemay be Depoſed upon that account onely ; 
fince even Bellarmine and Perox are not of opinion, that a 
Prince can be Depoſed meerly-becauſe the is an 'Heretick, 
unleſs moreover he does endeavour'to pervert his Subjedts. 
So that one cannot ſwear poſitively,neither does the Pope re- 
quire it of any one, that a King, neither by himſelf, nox by 


any Authority derived from his'Crown, or otherwiſe, hath 
| [ 


any 
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any Power whatſoever, in any caſe imaginable, to Depoſe 
the Pope, not onely asa Temporal Prince, but alſo as Pope, 
or an Ecclefiaſtical Sovereign, according to what has been 
infinuated, What wonder is it therefore, that. Catholicks 
ſhould ſcruple to ſwear poſitively, in as ample terms, that 
the Pope cannot Depoſe Kings? For, ſure, no Catholick 
will affirm, that Kings have more Power over the Pope, then 
the Pope over Kings. 

117. From what hitherto has been diſcuſs'd in reference 
to this Point, I conclude, That though the Opinion that de- 
nics the Pope to have any Authority to Depoſe Kings ſhould 
be true, yet the forementioned Reaſons to prove it are mani- 
feltly falſe,or inconcluſive and conſequently, the Authority 
of ſuch Authours, who ground'themſelves upon thoſe Rea- 
ſons, asmok of our Adverſaries do, is void and of no force, 
Yea, ſhould the aforeſaid Reaſons prove, that the Pope has 
not any Power to depoſe Kings, yet it does not therefore fol- 
low, that the Oath may lawfully be taken. For there are 
many other Difficulties, as we have ſcen. 

118. Concerning the Example of ſuch Catholicks as have ta- 
ken the Oath Confder, Firſt, whether molt of them have 
not been guided by the Authority of ſuch Writers, as have 

ounded themſelves upon. the above-mentioned Rea- 

ons 3 which are palpably falſe, or inſignificant. And if fo, 
whether, as the Authority of ſuch Writers, ſo the Example 
of ſuch Catholicks as were gyided by them, be of any force, 
Conſider, Secondly, that as there has ſcarce ever been any 
Queſtion, which before had been under great debate, and 
wherein conſiderable parties were concerned, decided by a 
General Council, but that ſome perſons, who ſeemed learned 
and moral.men, either out-of ignorance, or obſtinacy., have 
ſtood out 3 and yet the Example of ſuchought not to move 
us to follow. them : So neither has there been any Debate, 
wherein numerous parties on both ſides were engaged, deci- 
ded by the Popeout of a Council, but that ſome of thoſe who 
were condemned, blinded with ignorance, or carried away 
with obſtinacy, have refuſed to ſubmit z and yet neither 

| ought 
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- ought the Example of ſuch to invite vs to imitate them, be- 
cauſe they go againſt an expreſs Order and Declaration of 
their lawfull Superiour, to whom they had referred the De- 
cilion of the matter under debate, and to whoſe Ordinances 
they owe at leaſt an Exteriour Obedience. 

I 19. Confider, Thirdly, whether it be not much to be 
feared, thatat leaſt ſome of thoſe who have taken the Oath, 
have been carried away with the profpe& to ſome Tempo- 
ral Intereſt or Advantage, which did dazzle theireyes. Whe- 
ther others of them have not of purpoſe waved the conferring 
this matter with grave and conſciencious men, who were in- 
clined to the contrary, though againſt their Intereſt, and are 
ready to ſubſcribe their Qpinion : and whether they have 
not guided themſelves by ſome Prieſts, neither more learned, 
nor more conſciencious then the former, nor ſo many in num- 
ber, and who refuſe to ſubſcribe their Sentiment in this mat- 
ter 3 though there does no reaſon appear, why they ſhould be 
afraid of any prejudice thereby. And if fo, whether ſuch per- 
ſons, upon this.account, may not juſily be ſuſpe&ed of ſome 
affeed ignorance. Whether others have not governed 
themſelves meerly by the Opinion of Lay-men, unyers'd in 
theſe Controverſies 3 and not by the Sentiment of Divines or 
Canoniſis, to whom the Diſcuflion of theſe matters onely 
appertains. Whether others have not conſulted one onely 
part of the Oath, viz. concerning the Pope's Power to depoſe 
Kings 3 and being informed that he had-no ſuch Power, have 
preſently taken the Oath, without conſulting or examining 
{yeral other Difficulties contained therein, Whether ſome 
of them, being afterwards better informed, do or did not 
repent that they ever took the Oath. And finally,whether the 
Precedents of ſuch Catholicks, who are juſily preſumed to 
have been governed, intaking the Oath, by ſome of the fore- 
mentioned waies, ought to move any prudent and conſcienci- 
ous man, to make fo ſolemn an AQ, as is the taking this 
publick Oath, bringing Godo r witneſs of the Truth and 

Juſtice of all and eyery thing he ſwears therein. 


S 2 120, Conſider, 
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Urban. 8, 120. Conſider, Fourthly, whether many of thoſe who have 
Brev. ad ſeP+ taken the Oath, are not ignorant of the ſeveral Briefs iſſued 
Gall. alt forth by Popes againlt it : or at leaſt, - whether they have ſeri- 
 baferreny 8 ouſly pondered them 3 the Expreſſions ſo weighty, where- 
cleſia pietss with they declare the Unlawfulneſs of the Oathz and the 
exſecratur.  CharaRer they give of ſuch as counſel! or teach the contrary ; 
arg which certainly is enough to ſtartle any tender Conſcience ; 
pu and whether they can think themſelves obedient Sonsto their 
illvd abortum Supreme Paſtour and Father, when they df{obey his expreſſe 
mendactt, © Pyghibition, publiſhed ſeveral times, after ſo long debate, 
=— '* and fo mature deliberation. Finally » whether molt of them 
<a V. 1. havenot been carried away with the pretended Authority of 
Brev. ait, @Fraxce for the Lawfulneſs of the Oath ; whereas Fraxce ne- 
Non poteftis yer approved, by any Publick Act, the whole Oath as it 
ena lies 3 nor.that part. thereof, for which onely the Authority of 
raviiind- France is alledged, as it is couched in the Oath, 
gue Drvini 121, Confider, Laſily,that if what is commonly reported 
honorts mJk- he true, all ormoſt of ſuch Catholicks who have taken the 
_— i. Oath haye procceded upon evident Miſtakes, Some of them 
ments. m_ were.induced thereunto, becauſe they.thought that the taking 
this Oath was not malum in ſe, but onely malum quia prohi- 
bjtum;. and that the Popes by their Briefs had made'it un- 
lawfull, and declared it ſo : and conſequently, that an extra- 
ordinary damage, ſuch as they apprehend in the Refuſall of 
the Oath, does excuſe them from complying'with this, as 
With other Prohibitions of the ſame nature. Now this is a ma» 


nifett Miſtake, as has been ſhewn above. And certainly, to 
take a falſe, doubtfull, unjuſt or unneceſſary Oath, is intrin- 
fece malum, or malum in 6, | 

- .. 122. Others have taken the Oath , making beforchand 
a publick, or private Proteftation, that they intended onely to 
{wear thereby. a meer. Civil Allegeance 3 and this way they 
pretended.to fecure their Conſcience. But in the like man- 
ner they might take the Qath of Supremacy, making a Pro- 
tc(tation befoxehand, that they. intended onely thereby to 
{wear , that the King is Prote&our of the Church, as all 
Chriſtian: Princes axe 3 and that to Him, as ſuch, does be- 
long ; 
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ong to take care, that the Laws eltabliſhed by the Church 
be obſerved in His Kingdome 3 and that the Pope has no 
Preeminency inconſiſtent with the aforeſaid Oviigation of 
Chriſtian Princes. 

123+ Moreover, one' might, in the ſame manner, take 
the Communion of: the Proteſtants, making a Proteſtation 


that he takes it onely as meer Bread and Wine, or for his 


Breakfaſt 3 and.incenſe an Idol too, proteſting: that he does 
it onely to perfume the room : All which are vaſt abſurdi- 
ties, as no Catholick can deny. The reaſon is, becauſe as 
long as an Aion is in it ſelf unlawfull, or as long as it is 
doubtfull whether it- be ſo or no, no previous Proteſtation can 
make it lawfall. 

124. In fine, ſome others of them will' needs perſuade 
themſelves, that in the Oath is denied onely a dire and ab- 
ſolute Power, but not an indire& and conditionall Power in 
the Pope to depoſe Kings. - But how canthis be credible, 
when both King Fames, who had a great hand in framing 
the Oath, and all other Authours whatſoever, either Ca- 
tholicks or Proteſtants, who have hitherto publiſhed Books 
in defence of the Oath, have unanimouſly underſtood, that 


therein was denied, not- onely a dire, but an i#dire& Power « 


alſoin the Pope to depoſe Princes? And it is not probable, 
that: they would explicate their own Opinion to any dif- 
advantage or prejudice, and make it harder then really. 
It Is. | | 

125. Beſides, they all impugn Bellarmine , as the (chief 
Maintainer of the Pope's Depoſing power, and as the greateft 
Enemy to the Oath and yet Bellarmine as much as any other 
impugns the Pope's dire Power to deprive Princes of their 
Dominions : and it is not credible, that the Maintainers of 
the Oath would make themſelves more Adverſaries then re- 
ally they were , or make: ſo famous a-man as Bellarmine 
their Enemy, in a matter wherein he-is their Friend. More- 
over, the very cauſe for which the Oath was framed does 
contain the deniallof an ixdire& Power. For this Oath was 
framed to deny the Pope all Power and Authority . to depoſe a 


S3 King : 
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King of England, ordiſpoſe of his Dominions, or to abſolve 
his Subjects from their Allegeance, even in caſe ſuch a King 
ſhould n92tonely be an Heretick himſelf, but allo force his 
Subjeds to beſo, and the Pope could not defend his Flock 
otherwiſe then by Depoſing him. -And what is this, but to 


deny an indire& Power in the Pope to depoſe Kings ? Neither 


do I think that there is, even amongſt Proteſtants, any Di- 
vine or Lawyer, who can: deny. but that the forementioned 


, Caſe is comprehended in the Oath. 


- 126, Ifthey ſay, ©* That ſhould that Clauſe of the Oath 
© be uhderſtood in the.Latitude pretended, even the Prote- 


<* rers. For they would ſwear, in taking this Oath, that 
© the Pope is not Sovereign Temporall Prince of Rome 3 
« ſince every Supreme Temporall Prince has an indireft Pow- 
* er to depole any other Sovereign, as above has been cx- 
* pounded. And how is it credible, that Proteſtants ſhould 
* frame ſuch an Oath, as no body (Proteſtaftit or Catho- 
* lick ) could take, without manifeſtly perjuring him- 


*ſelt? 


127. To this I anſwer, That all Catholicks muſt con- 


fels, that whoever takes the Oath of Supremacy does ſwear 
falſe 3 and conſequently, that thoſe Proteſtants who framed 


it, and took it, were manifeſt Perjurers, and many of them 
without an invincible ignorance, viz, ſuch as denied the Su- 
premacy of the Pope in Spirituallsz as doubtleſs many of the 
firſt Framers of that Oath did. Yea, ſeverall Proteſtants, 
and amongſi the reſi King James, acknowledge the Pope to 
be Patriarch of the Weſt, and that England appertains to the 
Weſtern Patriarchate, and conſequently, that the Pope has 
ſome Preemmency'in Exgland,in order to Spiritualls 3 for eve- 
ry Patriarch has ſome Preeminency in his whole Patriarchate : 
and yet they {wear poſitively, in the Oath of Supremacy, 
that no Forrein Prelate has, or ought to have, any Preemi- 
aency Within this Realm 3 and by conſequence they ſwear 
falſe, even according to their own Principles. 

128, What wonder therefoxe is it,that Protefiants,out of In- 
dignation 
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dignation towards Catholicks, ſhould frame ſuch an Oathof 
Allegeance,that even they.themſelves could not take without 
being perjured ? And the like is to be ſeen in all Heterodox 
Countries, where,out of hatred to the trueReligion, ſuch things 
are often required of the Profeflours thereof,that even the He- 
terodox Profeſſours themſelves cannot lawfully execute. Be- - 
fides, the Teſt enacted the laſt year, 1673. though levelled | 
onely at Catholicks, is notwithſtanding ſuch, that others, 
who are not Roman Catholicks, yea Proteſtants of the, Ex- 
gliþ Church, cannot comply with , it they underſtand the 
Principles of their reſpective Religions, and will ſtand. to 
them: as may eaſily be made appear. 

129, Tis therefore not to be wondered at,that men out of 
Paſſion ſhould over-doe things; and that Proteſtants,-to the 
end they ,might be ſure to frame ſuch a Tefi, that. Roma | 
Catholicks could not take, ſhould frame ſuch-an one, and in 
ſuch generall terms, that they themſelves could not comply - 
with : For «their mind ſeems to have been ſo much bent to 
conſider what Roman Catholicks could not ſwear, that they.. 
did not refle& what they themſelves could fwear. Whereforeit - 
would not be amiſs , when they require us. to take. cither - 
the Oath of Supremacy or Allegeance, or comply with the 
Teſt enacted the laſt year, to ſhew them that they require of 
us what they themſelves, even according to their own Prin- 
ciples, cannot doe : whereby-will cafily appear the unreaſo- . 
nableneſs of their Requeſt,» From the premiſſes hitherto (ec .- 
down, one.may juſtly-conclude, that the Example-of ſuch 
Catholicks. who. have taken the.Oath, as grounding them- 

{elves upon palpable Miſtakes and Milinformations,cannot be 
a prudent Motive for others to take it, nor a good Argument - 
to ſhew the Lawfulneſs thereof. 

130. Concerning the- Authority of the ancient Fathers, 
egainſt the-Pope*s Power ta: depoſe Princes, or to abſolve their 
Subjeas from their Allegeauce , Conſider, Firlt, that though 
it ſhould begranted,. that the ancient Fathers are againſt the, 
forementioned Power in the Pope 3 it does not therefore fol-- 
low,. that they are for this Oath, but onely for one part there- 


of 3 
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of; neither for that in ſach a degree, that one may poſitive- 
ly ſwear it. Conſider , Secondly, that to prove, that the 
ancient Fathers and Dodcours deny the Pope to have any 
Power whatſoever, either by himfelf or by others, to de- 
poſe Princes, in any caſe imaginable, *tis neceſſary to prove, 
that they deny the Pope any Power whatſoever, to deprive a 
Prince of civil Communication with his Subjects, by force 
of any Excommunication whatſoever : or, in ſuppoſition 
there has been an Agreement made between Catholick Prin- 
ces, that if any one-of them become an Heretick, he ſhould 
forfeit his Kingdome, or be liable to be depoſed by the reſt, 
incaſe he refuſes to recant, to declare any one of ſuch Princes 
an Heretick, though really he be ſuch : or, incaſe that a 
SubjeR, or Subjects, cannot live under an Hereticall Prince, 
and Perſecutour of the-true Church, without imminent dan- 
ger of being perverted,and conſequently is, or are, bound by 
the Law of God and Nature, to withdraw themſelves; to 
declare, I fay, inſuch acaſe, that he, or they, are bound to 
withdraw, and to oblige them to it. For thoſe who aſſert 
the Pope's Depoſing power, expound it in one of theſe three 
ways 3 which many do not ſeem to underſtand. Therefore 
it would not be amiſs to ask them who deny the Pope any 
Power to depoſe Princes, what they mean by a Power to de- 
poſe Princes. | 
131. Confider, Thirdly, whether Bellarmine, Peron, Swa- 
rez, and others who aſſert that Power, do not alledge ſeve- 
rall ancient Councills and Fathers for their Opinion: and if 
{o, what reaſon is there why we ſhould not think, that they, 
being. perſons:ſo eminent in DoQrine and Erudition, did 
not underſtand them as well as Vithrington, Caron, or Peter 
Walſh , eſpecially, fince moſt of the modern Divines and 
Canoniſts, having feen-what both parties do produce out of 
Antiquity in their favour., are for'the Afermative ? And 
had I time, I .could lay open- the groſs Miſtakes commit- 


ted by Caroz in the quotation of ancient Authours for his . 
Opinlon, 


132. Con- 
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132. Conſider, Fourthly, whether it would avail a man 
im a Suit of Law, to pretend, that the ancient Lawyers are on 
his fide, after that the modern Judges and Lawyers, or the 
far greateſt part of them, having heard what he could fay for 
himſelf, had determined the contrary : And it not, apply 
the ſame to our preſent caſe. 

133. Conlider, Fifthly, whether thoſe ancient Fathers, 
which the Maintainers of the Oath alledge, may not be un- 
derſtood to ſpeak onely of a dire Power in the Pope to de-_ 
pole Princes: and if {o, whether they can prejudice the O- 
pinion which onely allows him an indire& Power. Or, whe- 
ther they may not be underſiood to deny onely,that the Pope, 
as Pope, ( for as ſ#ch he has no Temporall Dominions, nor 


Temporall Sovereignty, ) cannot compell any Prince, by 


his own Temporall Forces, to quit, bis Kingdome: and if 
ſo, the Authority of ſuch Fathers cannot be prejudiciall to 
the Opinion, which affirms that the Pope, having declared 
a Prince an Heretick , and a Perſecuter of the Church, 
may invoke the help of Catholick Kings, and authorize them 
© compell ſuch a Prince, by force of their Arms, to deſiſt 
from perſecuting his Subjects, and, in caſc of refuſall, to De- 
poſe him. 

134. Confider, Sixthly, whether ancient Fathers are to 
bealledged for an Opinion, after it has been condemned by 
the Church, or the Pope, as this Oath fſeverall times has 
been: as, for inſtance, whether it be now a ſufficient mo- 
tive toaffirm, that Children baptized by Hereticks are to be 
re-baptized, becauſe St. Cyprian was of that Opinion before 
the contrary was defined. 

x35. Confider, Laſtly, whether it be not the unanimous 
conſent of the ancient Fathers, that we are bound to afford 
at leaſt an Exteriour Obedience to the Pope's expreſs Com- 
mands, in matters appertaining unto him, if the Compliance 
with them be not manifeſtly Sinfull ; as the Forbearance of 
this Oath (which is the thing onely required of us by the 
Pope in the above-mentioned — is not; ig 
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there be not ſeverall things contained in this Oath, the Deci- 
ſion whereof, according to the common Sentiment of the 
ancient Fathers, does appertain to the E cclehaſticall Court, 
whoſe Head the Pope is. 

136, Concerning the Probability of the Opinion, that of- 
ſerts the Lawfulneſs of this Oath ,, Confider , Firſt, whe- 
ther an expreſs Declaration or Prohibition of the Church, 
or Pope, does not render the thing prohibited practically 
improbable, or the Lawfulneſs of the practice thereof im- 
probable; though the thing in it ſelf, and preſcinding trom 
ſuch a Prohibition, be probably or certainly lawfull. As 
preſcinding from the Prohibition of the Church, *tis as law- 
tall to eat fleſh upon Fridays as upon any other days of the 
week : yet this is improbable, practically ſpeaking, ſuppo- 
ſing ſuch a Prohibition. And if this be fo, conlider far- 
ther, whether, ſince the Pope ( to whoſe Orders we owe 
at leaſt an Exteriour Obedience) has prohibited us, by ſe- 
verall Briefs, to take this Oath, it be not practically im- 
probable, that it is lawfull to take it 3 though we ſhould 
grant, that the Oath, preſcinding from ſuch a Prohibition 
or Declaration, is in it ſelf, and ſpeculatively ſpeaking, pro- 
bablz : as ſeverall hidden Myſteries of our Faith, preſcinding 
from the Declaration or Definition of the Church, do ſeem 
probably otherwiſe. | 

137. Conſider , Secondly , that it is not probable, nor 
credible, that the Maintainers of the Oath would have 
made ( as they did ) their application to the Pope, to the 
end he might give ſentence of the Lawfulneſs thereof, and 
whether it did contain any thing contrary to Faith, or not, 
had-they not been perſuaded, that the Decilion of theſe mat- 
ters did appertain to the Pope, And if ſo, that it was ve- 
ry ridiculous for them to make any ſuch application to the 
Pope for the Decifion of theſe. matters, or to refer them- 
{elves to the Pope's Judgment, if they. were reſolved not 
to ſubmit, even exteriourly, .to his Judgment, in caſe he 
ſhould give ſentence againſi them, as he did; and conſc- 

quently, 
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quently , we cannot probably preſume they had any ſuch 
reſolution. So that, unleſs they will condemn their own 
proceedings in this matter, ( which *tis not probable they 
will do,) they muſt needs confeſs themſelves bound 
to afford at leaſt an Exteriour Obedience to the Pope's 
Briefs concerning this matter, till they be lawfully re- 
pealed. 

138. Conſider, Thirdly, whether the fame Exceptions 
which they make againſt the Pope's Briefs, and his procee- 
. dings in this matter , vis. © That he was miſinformed 

* That the Pope's Briefs are here in England of no force, 
« without the approbation of the King, who, as things 
«© now ſtand, does acknowledge no Spirituall Power in the 
« Pope over his Realm, and conſequently, will not approve 
<« any thing that comes from him,in order to the direQion of 
« His Subje&s, whether favourable, or not favourable unto 
«< him 3 That the Pope is fallible, and inferiour to a Generall 
« Councill 3 and other Exceptions mentioned above; whe- 
ther (1 ſay) the ſame Exceptions might not have been 
made by us, in caſe the Pope had given ſentence for them, 
and againſt us, and had commanded all to take the Oath, 
when they ſhould be required thereunto by His Majeſty : 
and whether our Adverſaries do think , that ſuch Excep- 
tions, made by us in that caſe againſt the Pope's Sentence, 
could have juſtified our Refuſall of the Oath, or our 
Diſobedience to the Pope's expreſs Commands. Or what 
would they have ſaid of us, ſhould we have perſiſted Rill 
to urge the ſame Reaſons, and the Authority of ſo many 
DoRours, again the Lawfulneſs of the Oath, after it had 
been declared lawfull by the Pope 3 and upon that account, 
and under pretence of Probability, ſhould have Kill refuſed 
the Oath? I am confident, that they will not confeſs, that 
ſuch proceedings of ours in that cafe, though they be che 


very ſame which now they make uſe of, would have been 
juſtifiable. FO 
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139. Conſider, Fourthly, that the Maximethey make fo 
much account of in this great Debate, viz. I dubiis melior 
eſt conditio poſſidentis, ( In doubtfull matters better is the con- 
dition of him that poſſeſſes,) and conſequently, that no bo- 
dy can belawfully diſpoſſeſs*d of what he has, upon a mcer 
probable Opinion , is inſignificant in our preſent caſe. For 
it is w be underſtood, as our Adverſaries alſo underſtand it, 
as loug onely as the matter under debate has not been de- 
cided by a lawfult Judge. Now the Unlawtfulneſs of this 
Oath, which is the main Point under debate, has been, ſe- 
verall times, decided by the Pope, to whom even our Ad- 
verſaries refer the Deciſion of this matter. Neither does the 
Pope decide, in the above-mentioned Briets, ( as the Op- 
ponents would needs ſuppoſe,) that he has Authority to de- 
poſe Kings, which is the thing our Adverſaries ſay is under 
debate 3 but onely prohibits us to ſwear, that he has not 


_ any ſuch Authority , or hinders the King from deciding 


it in his own favour : and every one has right, as long as 
the thing is under debate Letween him and another, to hinder 
his Adverfary from deciding it on his ſide. 

140. Contider, Fifthly, whether meer indired Power in 
the Pope to depoſe Princes, ſuch as is in every King to 
depoſe any other Sovereign, be inconfiftent with the So- 
wereignty of Princes, or whether it does diſpoſſeſs them 
aQually thereof. If not, then to admit ſuch a Power in 
the Pope, ( as ſome do, )) is not to admit any thing which 
does actually diſpoſſeſs Kings of their Temporal! Soye- 
rclgnty. 

141, Conſider, Sixthly, whether , according to the ſe- 
verall Precedents alledged by ſuch Authours who aſſert 
the aforementioned Power in the Pope, and afſented unto, 
as to matters 'of fact , by their Adverſaries, Popes have' 
not exexciſed ſuch a Power many years agoe : and conſe- 
quently, whether the Popes have not poſſeſſion of ſuch a 
Power, ( juſt or not juſt 1 do not decide: ) for one takes 


poſſeſſion of a Power by exerciſing its ARs. So that the 


debate 
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debate which remains, is not, whether the Pope has Poſ- 
ſeſſion of ſuch a Power, or not 3 but onely, whether he has 
a juſt Poſſeſſion thereof,or onely an »ſurp'd : and conſequent- 
Iy, according to the Maxime produced by our Adverſaries, 
In dubiis melior eſt eonditio poſſidentis, the Pope ought not 
to be deprived of fuch a Power, till the matter be lawfully 
decided againſt him. And to oblige men to {wear politive- 
ly that he has no ſuch Power, is, in a certain manner, to 
deprive him thereof, and to oblige men to {wear poſitively 
a doubtfull thing. 

142. Conſider, Laſtly, that though it be probable, that 
one cannot wage war, or deprive any one of what he pot- 
ſeſſes, upon the account of a meer probable Opinion 3 whe- 
ther this be ſo certain, ( fince grave Authours are of the 
contrary ſentiment, ) that we may poſitively ſwear, 
that no body , who has onely. a probable Opinion on his 
fide, can lawfully difpoſſets another of what actually he 
has. | 

I 43+ Concerning the Intereſt of thoſe who impugn the 
Oath , objected in the laſt place againſt us 3 Confider, 
Firſt, whether it be not as probable at leaſt, that thoſe 
whodefend the Oath, and deny the Pope all-Power what- 
{oever to depole Princes, are Flatterers of Princes, and Sy- 


cophants of Temporal} Courts, as that thoſe who are of 


the contrary perſwaſion are Flatterers of the Pope , and 
Sycophants of the Spirituall Court : and whether ( moral- 
ly (peaking ) it be not impoſſible, that where the matter 
under debate is of ſo vaſt an extent, as Supremacy in Spi- 
ritualls, and Supremacy in Temporalls, there ſhould not 
be ſome proſpe& of Intereſt, of whatſoever fide we: be, et- 
ther from the Pope, if one defends the Negative, that the 
Oath is-not lawfull, or from the King, if one maintains the 
Athrmative, that it is lawfull ; and conſequently, whether, 


were this Exception equitable, one ought to hearken to ci- 
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144, Confider, Secondly , whether Roman Catholicks 
( His Mijeſtie's Subjets) do not depend more of the 
King, and Civill Government, in order to their Interett 


- and Preferment , then of the Pope, and Roman Court: 


or whether thoſe who impugn the Oath, may not fear 
more Dammages from the Civill Government, then thoſe 
who defend it, from the Eccleſiaſticall: or, finally, whe- 
ther the latter may not hope to obtain greater Advantages 
from His Majeſty by defending the Oath, then the for- 
mer from his Holineſs by impugning it. Thoſe who de- 
fend the Oath aim, or may aim, at ſome particular Privi- 
ledges, or Exemptions, to be granted them, upon that ac- 
count, from the Civill Government. Neither do I ſee 
what Dammages they can fear from the Pope, by defending 
the Oath. For though, perhaps, the Pope may Excom- 
municate ſome of ; upon that ſcore; yet an unjuſi 
Excommunication does not any harm : and the Defenders 
of the Oath are perſuaded, that ſuch an Excommunication 
would be unjuſt, and not to be taken notice of. On the 0- 
ther ſide, thoſe Engliſh Catholicks who impugn the Oath, 
may fear leſt the Penalties be put in execution againſt them 
upon that account 3 which , whether juſtly , or unjuſi- 
ly executed , do in effe& equally prejudice. And what 
ſuch Catholicks can hope for from the Pope, I ſee not; 
ſince there is no Temporall nor Eccleſiafticall Preferment 
here in Exgland to which, in the preſent conjunQure of 
affairs, his Holineſs can promote them. And if this be fo, 
then, upon the account of dependency, we ought rather to 
ſuſpe& thoſe who defend the Oath, then thoſe who im- 
pugn it, 

+ T45-: Conſider, Thirdly, whether ſome of thoſe Prieſts 


who have ſhewn themſelves moſt forward to defend the 
Oath, have not received conſiderable Penfions, and ſums 


of money , to print their Books relating to this Subje, 


from Proteftant perſons of quality, either Clergy-men or 
Lay-men, or both 3 and whether they have not been coun- 


tenanced 
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tenanced and carefſed by them upon that ſcore. And 
that this has happened , we can make appear. Moreo- 
ver , whether they can produce any Precedents of Exglip 
Prielts, who have received the like ſumms of money, or 
incouragement , from the Pope, for oppoling the Oath, 
And if not , then, confidering the event that this De- 
bate has had hitherto, we muſt conclude, that the De- 
fenders of this Oath have got more then the Oppoſers 
thereof, 

146. And here I cannot but refle&t upon what is related of 
ſome of our Proteſtant Prelates, who, being noted that they 
kept familiar correſpondency with fome Roman Prieſts, and 
encouraged them in their deſigns, anſwered, that they did 
it to breed a Schiſm among Roman Catholicks, thereby the 
better to deſtroy them, Prynxe , in his Canterbury Doom, 
Pag- 557. ſaies, that Archbiſhop Lawd, being accuſed, that 


he converſed familiarly with ſome Prieſts, anſwered, © King 
« 7ames had conference with, and extended favours to ſome. 
« Prieſts, making good uſe thereof, to ſet them at variance - 
«among themſelves, and induce them to write one againſt 
« another; as Watſun and Preſton, who wrote divers Books in . 


&« defence of the Oath of Allegeance, and did good ſervice 
«therein. Whereupon my Predeceffour,, Archbithop Abbott, 
< pranted Preſtox a kind of Protection under his hand and 
« ſeal. Ibid. Lawd granted alſo Preſton a ProteQion under 
his hand. Fuller, in his Church-Hiſtory , in the Life of 
King James, faies thus : © DoQour Bancroft afforded the 
« Seculars countenance and maintenance in” Lonydoy-Houſe, 
«< accommoditing them - with inecefiaries-, towrite againſt 
< their Adverfantes., ( viz. the Jeſwitr, ) hoping that-the 
Proteſtants mightaſſault the Romagſh Cauſe with more ad- 
* yantage, when they 'found -a breach made to their. hands 
* by the othersqwn diflenſigns.,,. Where 1 canno but note, 
that as concerning the preſent, Point we ſpeak,,of,. the Prote- 
ftants countenanced. the Prieſts who defended the Oath, as 
Prefto, the chief among'then, arti fidtthoſt P! ielts who oþ- 
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poſed it. Whence appears, that Proteſtants are of opinion, 
that the Defenders of the Oath are againſt the Church of 
Rome, but not the Oppoſers thereof, fince they joyn with the 
former, and not with the latter 3 and ſure, they would joyn 
with the Enemies of our Church, according to their opinion, 
and not with her Friends, | 

147. Conlider, Laſtly, that thoſe who are moſt blamed 
for oppoſing the Lawfulneſs of the Oath are leſs liable to any 
ſuſpicion of pretence, or Intereſt, in this matter, ſince they 
arc ticd by a particular Vow, not to pretend, neither directly 
nor indire&ly , any Preferment or Dignity : befides , they 
have been particularly prohibited by their General, who re- 
fides at Rome, under pain of Excommunication, either to 
preach, or teach, in publick Diſputes or Books, that the Pope 
has any Power to depoſe Kings: the like Prohibition , for 
ought I know, being not impoſed upon any other Religious 
Order. And whatſoever heretofore ſome of them have taught 
concerning this Subjec, ?*tis certain,, what Henry the Fourth 
of Frazce juſtified in a publick Speech, that they taught no- 
thing in this matter, which is not Rill taught, and has been 
taught before their Society was in the world, by ſeveral Lear- 
ned men of other Orders. | 


T have propoſed theſe Conſiderations for the Sa- 


_ tisfaction of ſuch Catholicks who have a deſire to be 


informed concerning the Lawfulneſſe or Unlawful- 
neſle of this Oath, to the end, that having peruſed 


them over, they may proceed, in a matter of {6 


great concernment, :with:due conſideration. For I 
have endeavoured to couch, in this ſhort Diſcourſe, 


the main Arguments on both ſides. I believe that 


Conſciencious Catholicks, who ſhall be pleaſed to 

eruſe ſeriouſly the forementioned Confiderations, 
Will have at leaſt ſome rational ReluGtancy to take 
Fs | the 


againſi the Oath of Allegenne. 
'. the Oath, ts it liesh which : is erivagh to render 
the caking thereof utilawfull 3 fince. fach as take 
it do (ſwear , that they doe it Seurtify, that is, 
without any Reludtancy of mind, but rather with 


2 Propenſion and Inclination to take * : which - 
certainly no body can lawfully fear, who feels 


a Reluctancy of mind to ary part of the 
Oath. 


And to ſumme up the whole Subſtance of this 
Treatiſe : Since it is certain, ( neither do our Ad- 
verſaries deny it, ) that it belongs to the Pope, to 
decide whether this Oath be unlawfull or not; 
Since the Pope has determined ſeverall times , 
that it is unlawtull, and has prohibited the taking 
thereof, as all- do confeſle ; Since what our Ad: 
verſaries ſtill urge, for the Lawfulneſle of this 
Oath in it felf, has been long ſince propoſed 
to the Pope , .and does concern the very thing, 
for the Deciſion whereof even they refer them- 
ſclves to the Pope's Judgment, with reſolution 
to ſtand to his Determination , otherwiſe why 
ſhould they refer it to him? Since, finally, 
all the Exceptions our Adverſaries make againſt 
the Briefs , and the Proceedings of the Pope in 
framing of them, are frivolous, and ſuch as 
would vacate ( were they of any force ) all 
Briefs whatſbever , iſſued forth by Popes, and 
which even they themſelves would not have. al- 
lowed us to make, 1n caſe the Pope had given 
the contrary Sentence; Since ( I fay ) all this is 
ſo , -as does maniteltly -appear , by what has hi- 

V therto 
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therto: been ſet down : :I'conclude , That our Ad- 
verſaries are deſtitute of all rational Motives , 
whereby .to juſtify their Diſobedience to the 
forementioned Briefs; and that nothing but Ig- 


nofance: or. orae: can move them to ſtand 
out. hs. 
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